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The  production  which  I am  about  to  examine,  some 
time  since  fell  into  my  hands,  and  upon  a slight  inspection 
1 concluded  that  its  sophistry  and  falsehood  were  too  pro- 
minently developed  to  enlist  much  sympathy  from  enlight- 
ened Churchmen,  or  to  require  exposure  from  Methodists. 

Of  course  I thought  no  more  of  the  Tract,  until  I re- 
ceived a request,  officially  signed,  from  the  leaders’  meeting 
of  Ridgefield,  Conn.,  informing  me  that  it  had  been  dili- 
gently circulated  by  the  Episcopal  clergyman  of  that 
place,  and  was  doing  harm  among  people  not  thoroughly 
read  in  Methodist  history;  and  requesting  me  to  answer 
it  in  a discourse  upon  a particular  day  when  I was  expected 
to  be  in  that  place. 

Having  lost  sight  of  my  copy,  and  not  being  able  to 
recover  it,  I called  at  a respectable  book-store  in  the  city, 
where,  on  a former  occasion,  I had  observed  a quantity  of 
these  Tracts  upon  the  counter,  in  order  to  obtain  one.  I 
was  told  that  the  bishop  of  the  western  diocess  of  this  state 
had  just  taken  all  they  had  on  hand  for  the  use  of  his  diocess. 
I then  called  at  the  office  of  “ the  Protestant  Episcopal 
Tract  Society,”  where  I found  them  for  sails , and  was  able 
to  procure  a copy. 

After  as  full  a review  of  the  Tract  as  I could  give 
in  a discourse  of  reasonable  length,  in  the  church  at 
Ridgefield,  a vote  was  passed  by  the  congregation  re- 
questing me  to  publish  my  answer  in  a tract.  And  it  is 
in  compliance  with  this  request,  and  in  accordance  with 
the  advice  of  several  judicious  friends,  that  in  this  form  I 
now  attempt  to  expose  the  errors  of  this  notable  assault 
upon  Methodism. 

I make  this  explanation  to  justify  myself  for  what  might 
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seem  lo  many  an  undue  amount  of  attention  bestowed  upon 
a very  small  trifle.  I wish  to  say  explicitly,  that  I feel  no 
sort  of  respect  for  the  author  of  the  Tract.  For  while  he 
aims  a deadly  blow  at  the  Methodist  Episcopal  Church, 
he  tries  hard  to  conceal  himself ; only  giving  the  initials 
of  his  name,  and  lest  these  should  be  understood,  inserting 
one  of  them  in  a character  which  few  of  “ the  people” 
would  be  able  to  decipher.  Not  even  the  printer’s  name, 
or  the  place  of  publication,  is  attached  to  the  Tract.  It 
is  said,  indeed,  to  be  “ printed  for  the  publishers,”  but 
who  these  “ publishers”  are,  or  where  they  live,  we  are 
not  told.  Such  a production,  coming  forth  without  a local 
habitation  or  a name,  could  not,  on  its  own  account,  claim 
the  least  attention. 

But  having  been  copied  entire,  in  at  least  one  official 
paper  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church,  and  being  cir- 
culated by  the  bishops  and  clergy  of  that  Church,  we  may 
fairly  conclude  they  have  adopted  it,  and  are  willing  to  be 
held  responsible  for  its  contents.  I shall,  of  course, 
make  but  few  allusions  to  the  nameless  author,  but  shall 
consider  the  attack  as  one  concerted  by  leading  clergymen 
in  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church,  and  so  will  the  public 
consider  it  until  it  is  distinctly  disavowed.  Inoffensive  as 
would  be  this  strange  production,  if  left  to  stand  or  fall 
upon  its  own  merits,  it  receives  a character  and  an  im- 
portance from  its  foster  parents,  which  even  the  writer’s 
name  would  not  impart  to  it,  had  he  the  courage  to  avow 
himself  the  author.  I wish  it,  then,  to  be  distinctly  un- 
derstood, that  the  fact  of  its  having  been  employed  for 
sectarian  purposes  by  the  Church  clergy,  and  not  the 
intrinsic  merits  of  this  Tract,  is  my  justification  for  calling 
public  attention  to  it,  and  perhaps,  by  so  doing,  wresting  it 
from  oblivion. 

In  this  examination  I shall  follow  the  method  of  the 
Tract. 

“ INTRODUCTION.” 

In  the  introduction  the  plan  and  objects  of  the  Tract 
are  announced.  “ The  spirit — will  be  found  Christian.” 
Well  if  it  might  be.  “ The  object — is  to  make  contribution 
to  the  tide  of  effort  abroad  in  behalf  of  catholic  truth.” 
What  species  of  “ catholic  truth  ?”  “ Particularly  to  the 
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solicitous  exertions  making  for  the  Unity  of  the  Church 
of  God.”  A good  object,  if  rightly  pursued.  “ The 
method  will  not  be  that  of  concessions.”  No,  truly ! for 
“ men  are  not  thought  to  be  vested  with  the  right  to  traffic 
in  the  things  of  God. — To  concede  that  which  God  has 
himself  established,  is  treachery .”  All  correct,  but  when 
did  “ God  himself”  establish  the  details  of  the  government 
in  use  in  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  ? “ But,  the 
belief  is  held,  that  the  Church  of  God  exists  in  the  earth 
under  one  and  a visible  organization*  The  very  many 
other  opposing  organizations,  then,  cannot  be  right.”  No, 
indeed  ! If  the  premises  are  well  founded,  the  conclusion  is 
legitimate.  But  where  is  this  “one  visible  organization” 
to  be  found  ? 

“ No  railing  at  Methodism  will  be  here.”  Thank  you, 
sir.  “ It  will  not  be  attempted  to  prove  that  Methodism  is 
fanatical;  nor  ignorant ; nor  that  it  is  enthusiastic.”  Hold, 
friend,  you  forget  yourself;  you  will  soon  become  a dis- 
senter. Know  you  not  that  you  are  leaving  “ the  old 
paths”— the  paths  marked  out  by  your  reverend  bishops  ? 
The  good  bishop  of  the  diocess  of  New-York  can  scarcely 
allude  to  Wesley  and  Whitefield  without  the  stereotyped 
epithets,  “ euthusiastical,”  11  fanatical,” f &c.  But  thanks 
to  the  spirit  of  these  happy  times,  the  Methodists  are  now 
to  have  fair  play.  They  may  no  more  expect  to  be  called 
ignorant  fanatics,  enthusiasts , and  the  like. 

“ These  common  attacks  are  passed  by  as  only  exaspe- 
rating themes  ; which  effect,  however  well  sustained,  no 
decisive  issue.”  After  all,  perhaps,  I was  a little  too 
much  elated  with  the  assurances  of  kindness  and  charity 
which  are  here  given ; for  seeming  fearful  lest  this 
spirit  of  courtesy  and  kindness  should  be  construed  into 
heresy,  or  a tendency  to  schism,  it  is  drily  insinuated  that 
after  all  these  “ themes”  are  “ well  sustained,”  and  are 
only  waived  in  the  present  instance  as  a matter  of  policy. 

“ But  higher  and  vital  ground  is  taken.  It  will  be 
proved,  that  Methodism  is  not  a church — has  no  sacraments  : 
no  ministry ; no  divine  warrant.  Wesley  is  the  witness.” 
“ Methodisin  not  a church !”  Whoever  could  have  con- 
ceived that  a form  of  Christian  doctrine  and  discipline 

* When  we  quote  the  Tract  we  follow  its  italicising  and  capitalising. 

t See  his  Address  before  the  late  convention  held  in  this  city. 
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“ is  not  a church  !”  For  myself,  I should  not  have  thought 
of  calling  any  “ ism."  “ a church ” but  for  the  wise  discovery 
of  this  man  of  the  Tract,  that  “Methodism  is  not  a 
church.”  This  writer’s  ism  must,  I suppose,  be  “ a 
church,”  or  rather  “ the  Church  /”  But,  saying  nothing  of 
the  precise  and  accurate  phraseology  of  the  Tract,  it  is  not 
difficult  to  see  what,  is  its  aim. 

Our  friends  of  the  Church  have  exerted  their  skill  in 
ecclesiastical  history  and  logical  criticism.  They  have 
met  us  with  the  holy  fathers  and  the  infallible  traditions 
of  the  church  catholic,  but  all  has  hitherto  been  without 
success.  They  have  now,  it  is  quite  probable,  come  to 
their  last  resort ; and  that  is  to  bring  into  the  field  the 
great,  the  good,  the  learned,  the  logical  John  Wesley! 
confident  that  if  they  can  turn  against  us  our  own  Wes- 
ley, the  victory  will  Ire  certain,  and  the  triumph  complete. 
We  will  see  presently  with  what  success  this  manoeuvre 
is  managed. 

Finally,  I suppose  I should  not  neglect  to  notify  the 
reader  that  this  singular  Tract  is  written  “in  love — and 
with  earnest  prayer  for  the  approbation  and  blessing  of 
God  for  that  which  is  truth.”  All  this  would  be  well,  if 
well  carried  out.  But  the  piety  and  charity  of  the  Tract, 
I am  free  to  confess,  do  not  strike  me  as  of  a very  ele- 
vated character.  It  is  a little  too  obvious  what  the  writer 
means  by  “ truth,”  and  who  are  the  objects  of  his  “ love.” 

After  this  very  promising  “ introduction”  the  reader  will 
be  prepared  for  a statement  of  the  positions  to  be  proved 
in  the  body  of  the  work,  as  follows  : — “ Methodism,  not 
a church,  but  a society ; without  sacraments,  without  a 
ministry,  without  divine  warrant : seen  in  its  origin,  its 
progress,  and  its  design.” 

“ I.  The  Wesleys." 

Here  we  have  a singular  specimen  of  logical  skill. 
The  following  language  is  quoted  from  the  Wesleys,  viz. : 
“ I declare  once  more,  that  I live  and  die  a member  of  the 
Church  of  England  ;”  and,  “ My  affection  for  the  Church 
is  as  strong  as  ever,  and  I clearly  see  my  calling  ; which 
is,  to  live  and  die  in  her  communion.”  And  logically 
enough  is  it  concluded  that  the  Wesleys  “were  both 
within  the  bosom  of  the  Church  of  England,”  but  what 
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follows  is  not  quite  so  clear.  It  is  tliis  : “ If  the  Method- 
ists stand  connected  with  Wesley,  then,  and  are  a church, 
it  is  because  they  are  in  the  Church  of  England ; or  in 
that,  which  is  its  representative  here,  the  Protestant  Epis- 
copal Church.” 

Here  the  reader  will  observe  that  the  argument  assumes 
that  Wesley  held  such  a relation  to  the  Church  of  Eng- 
land as  necessarily  required  that  all  the  Methodists  from 
his  day  to  the  end  of  time  must  be  good  members  of  that 
Church.  This  is  assuming  what  is  not  true.  For  during 
Mr.  Wesley’s  life  many,  and  perhaps  the  greater  part  of 
the  Methodists,  were  gathered  up  from  the  mass  of  non- 
church going  persons,  and  such  as  were  never  members 
of  the  Church  of  England.  And  many  dissenters  became 
Methodists  without  ever  becoming  attached  to  the  national 
Church.  So  that  we  may  now  hold  a relation  to  Wesley 
and  be  “ a church,”  without  being  “ in  the  Church  of 
England,”  or  in  “ its  representative  here.” 

But  is  “ the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church”  only  a “ re- 
presentative” of  “ the  Church  of  England?”  I have 
hitherto  understood  our  Church  people  to  claim  for  the 
Protestant  Episcopal  Church  the  relation  of  a sister,  or,  at 
least,  a daughter  to  the  Church  of  England  ; but  now  we 
learn  she  is  neither — not  even  a Church,  but  a mere  re- 
presentative of  a Church ! Is  not  this  lowering  the  tone  ? 
And,  if  indeed  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  is  a mere 
representative  of  the  Church  of  England,  how  would  our 
connection  with  it  be  necessary  to  a connection  with 
Wesley?  Is  the  Church  here  such  a representative  of 
the  Church  of  England  as  the  pope’s  legate  is  of  the 
pope  ? so  that  the  acts  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal 
Church  are  the  acts  of  the  Church  of  England  ? Has  she 
no  original  jurisdiction  ? Has  she  no  independence  ? 
Has  she  no  identity  of  her  own  ? This  is  setting  her  in  a 
new  and  singular  position. 

“II.  Their  first  steps.” 

There  is  little  under  this  head  that  requires  notice. 
Upon  the  remark  of  Mr.  Wesley  concerning  the  Oxford 
Methodists,  that  “theyhg.d  no  peculiar  opinions,”  we  have 
this  commentary  : “ That  is,  they  did  not  start  any  thing 
new ; they  only  kept  and  elevated  that  which  was  esta- 
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blished.”  This  gloss  has  in  it  some  truth  and  some 
falsehood.  The  students  at  the  University  of  Oxford 
who,  by  way  of  reproach,  were  called  Methodists,  did 
claim  that  they  had  broached  no  opinions  which  were  not 
fully  sustained  by  the  Articles,  Homilies,  and  Liturgy  of 
the  Church.  But,  unfortunately,  well  as  these  things 
were  “ established,”  they  had  gone  out  of  use,  and  when 
agitated  in  the  Church  they  were  denounced  as  novelties. 
The  apparatus  of  Methodism,  as  it  arose  to  a system  under 
the  labours  of  the  Wesleys,  was,  in  fact,  “ a new  thing” 
in  the  Church  of  England. 

But  it  is  further  said,  that  “ if  by  these  means  they  ex- 
cited attention  and  remark,  and  revived  religion  then,  it  is 
beyond  doubt  that  any  set  of  men,  equally  honest  and  con- 
sistent, would  do  the  same  now.”  And  will  our  Church- 
men admit  that  there  are  now  no  men  “ equally  honest 
and  consistent”  in  the  Church  1 If  they  would  repel  this 
supposition  as  reproachful,  where  are  the  men  among  them 
who  are  prepared  to  “ do  the  same”  that  the  Wesleys  did? 
Let  them  show  themselves,  and  we  will  hail  them  as  bre- 
thren in  the  Lord.  In  the  mean  time  we  will  try  to  be 
thankful  that  these  much-abused  men,  the  Wesleys,  arc 
getting  into  a little  better  credit  with  Churchmen  than  in 
times  gone  by. 

III.  The  name  they  got,  and  why'' 

After  several  extracts  from  Mr.  Wesley’s  Works,  show- 
ing how  the  name  Methodist  originated,  &c.,  it  is  re- 
marked, “ Here  it  is  seen  more  fully  that  they  did  not 
start  any  thing  new,  and  that  neither  indeed  was  it  their 
intention  to  do  so.  Though  called  Methodists,  they  did 
not  yet,  neither  did  any  one  else,  dream  that  they  were  a 
church.”  The  Methodist  connection  was  not,  nor  is  it 
now  in  England,  called  “ a church.”  But  does  this  prove 
that  it  is  not  a church  in  fact?  Of  this  more  anon.  Lest 
his  formerly  quoted  authorities  should  not  be  sufficient, 
the  following  passage  from  the  fifty-fifth  Sermon  of  Mr. 
Wesley  is  quoted,  viz.  : — “ What  is  Methodism  ? What 
does  this  new  word  mean  ? Is  it  a new  religion  ? This 
is  a very  common,  nay,  almost  a universal  supposition  ; 
but  nothing  can  be  more  remote  from  the  truth.  It  is  a 
mistake  all  over.  The  religion  of  the  Bible  is  Methodism. 
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The  religion  of  the  primitive  church  is  Methodism.  The 
religion  of  the  Church  of  England  is  Methodism  ; as  ap- 
pears from  all  her  authentic  records,  from  the  uniform 
tenor  of  her  Liturgy,  and  from  numberless  passages  in  her 
Homilies.  This  Scriptural,  primitive  religion,  is  to  be 
found  in  her  morning  and  evening  service,  and  in  her 
daily,  as  well  as  occasional  prayers.”  And  upon  this  it 
is  remarked,  “ It  appears  calmly  and  strictly  fair  now  to 
say,  standing  close  to  Mr.  Wesley,  that  if  any  one  has 
gone  out  of  the  Church  of  England  and  set  up  some  new 
thing,  he  not  only,  is  not  a Methodist,  but  he  is  not  a 
primitive  Christian — he  is  not  a Bible  Christian.  So  it  is 
just  to  say,  unless  Mr.  Wesley  be  contradicted.  Yes.  he 
only  is  the  original  and  consistent  Methodist,  who  con- 
tinues a faithful  member  of  the  Church  as  existing  in 
England,  and  starts  nothing  new.  To  say  that  some  thing 
which  differs  from  that  Church  is  Methodism,  is,  in  the 
words  of  Wesley,  ‘ a mistake  all  over.’  ” 

Full  wisely  argued ! And  supposing  “the  religion  of 
the  Bible”  and  “ of  the  primitive  church,”  and  “ of  tho 
Church  of  England — as  appears  from  all  her  authentic  re- 
cords"— to  have  been  repudiated  by  the  bishops  and  clergy, 
must  those  who  embrace  this  “ religion,”  under  the  name 
of  Methodism,  necessarily  be  in  connection  with  these 
men,  and  subject  to  their  spiritual  jurisdiction  1 No  such 
thing.  Mr.  Wesley  never  required  any  one,  who  had  noc 
previously  been  a member  of  the  Established  Church,  to 
become  such.  And  will  our  Churchmen  concede  that 
Methodism,  as  propagated  by  Mr.  Wesley,  is  “ the  religion 
of  the  Church  of  England.”  and  is  “ nothing  new  ?”  The 
religion  of  the  Church  of  England,  as  found  in  her  Liturgy, 
and  in  her  Homilies,  is  a very  different  thing  from  that 
religion  as  exhibited  and  maintained  in  the  lives  and 
preaching  of  her  clergy,  especially  as  in  the  days  of  Wes- 
ley. And  as  that  religion  was  represented  by  the  digni- 
taries of  that  Church,  Mr.  Wesley  was  as  far  from  em- 
bracing it  as  any  Methodist  of  the  present  day,  as  will  be 
hereafter  shown. 

“IV.  Objects  of  those  first  steps." 

These  are,  1.  Personal  ; and.  2.  Public.  Linder  the 
latter  subdivision  we  have  the  following  strange  compliment 
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upon  the  Wesleys: — “They  wished,  it'  not  to  make  an  • 
impress  on  their  generation,  at  least  to  work,  like  inen  in 
the  panoply  of  Christ,  for  the  well-being  and  the  serious 
elevation  of  the  living  of  their  day.  It  may  be  unhesitat- 
ingly and  calmly  said,  that  they  had  no  narrow  views ; 
that  their  benevolence  was  as  comprehensive  as  the  heart 
of  their  Master ; and  that  according  to  their  calling,  and 
within  their  sphere,  they  would  do  more  than  exist,  they 
would  efficiently  live.”  All  very  fine,  excepting  the 
extent  of  “ their  benevolence.”  Much  as  Methodists 
venerate  the  character  of  the  Wesleys,. I doubt  if  one  of 
them  was  ever  heard  to  attribute  to  them  a “ benevolence 
as  comprehensive  as  the  heart  of  their  Master.”  We  have 
not  yet  canonized  our  Wesleys,  nor  attributed  to  them  any 
superhuman  qualities.  But  the  reader  may  safely  con- 
clude all  this  means  just  nothing.  The  praise  is  so  high 
and  extravagant  that  it  is  utterly  worthless. 

We  next  have  several  striking  passages  from  Mr.  Wes- 
ley’s pen,  of  which  the  following  is  a specimen  : — “ Sun- 
day, April  12,”  he  says,  “ I met  the  society  and  explained 
to  them,  at  large,  the  original  design  of  the  Methodists, 
viz.  : not  to  be  a distinct  party,  but  to  stir  up  all  parties, 
Christians  or  heathens,  to  worship  God  in  spirit  and  in 
truth;  but  the  Church  of  England  in  particular;  to  which 
they  belonged  from  the  beginning.”  From  this  it  is 
legitimately  concluded  that  the  Wesleys  “ did  not  depart” 
from  the  “ Church  of  England.”  But  not  quite  so  logi- 
cally, that  “ Christianity  as  in  England  formed,  it  was,  to 
which  they  would  give  universal  establishment.”  For 
there  were  defects  in  the  Establishment  which  the 
Wesleys  never  vindicated  or  desired  to  perpetuate,  nor 
is  there  a particle  of  proof  to  this  point  in  the  passages 
quoted. 

It  is  further  concluded,  “ Nothing  was  in  their  mind  the 
most  remote  of  forming  a new  church  ; and  while  the 
parts  of  Methodism  were  considered  as  good  working 
appendages  to  the  Church,  that  was  the  utmost  they  were 
considered.”  All  very  true,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  ori- 
ginal designs  of  the  Wesleys.  They  did  not  set  out  with 
a plan  of  forming  a new  sect.  This  they  wholly  disclaim- 
ed, as  Methodists  have  often  been  obliged  to  prove,  in 
defence  of  the  character  of  these  mpn  of  God,  against  the 
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charge  of  ambition,  and  a concerted  plan  to  raise  them- 
selves a name. 

“ V.  Organization  consequent  on  their  doings .” 

Here  we  have  the  following  important  and  seemingly 
candid  concession : — 

“ Their  zeal  could  not  be  other  than  productive  of  strong 
effects.  Community  after  community  was  awakened ; 
until,  without  a figure  it  may  be  said,  that,  in  some  parts 
with  more  excitement,  in  some  with  less,  England  was 
aroused.  The  Wesleys,  with  their  co-working  ministers 
of  the  Church,  as  it  might  be  expected,  were  they  to  whom 
the  inquiring  and  the  serious  resorted  for  instruction  and 
guidance  in  the  state  of  things  thus  produced.  The 
throngs  thus  coming  were  too  great  and  too  irregular  at 
length  for  the  time  or  the  strength  of  thesefew  ministers, 
and  plans  of  procedure  being  thus  as  it  were  imperatively 
required,  a mind  so  methodically  cast  as  that  of  Wesley 
could  not  long  delay  in  adopting  them.  An  organized 
system  did  at  length  grow  up.”  Let  all  this  be  ivclt  remem- 
bered. Truth  is  often  spoken  by  mistake. 

After  a quotation  of  considerable  length,  we  have 
several  “remarks”  which  will  require  some  attention. 
“ All  this  plan,”  it  is  said,  “ would  seem  at  the  utmost  to 
have  been  considered  by  Wesley  as  only  supplemental,  as 
only  an  appendage,  to  the  Church,  and  inferior  to  it.” 
This  statement  may  be  conceded  to  be  true  in  a sense, 
that  is,  so  far  as  the  authorities  of  the  Church  would  per- 
mit members  of  the  Establishment  to  be  benefited  by 
Methodism,  and  so  far  as  they  would  themselves  submit 
to  its  influence,  so  far  to  them  it  might  be  considered  “ as 
only  an  appendage  to  the  Church.”  But  in  the  same 
sense,  according  to  the  words  of  Mr.  WTesley  which  are 
quoted,  and  which  furnish  the  data  for  the  conclusion  under 
consideration,  “ this  plan”  was  designed  by  the  founder  to 
be  “ an  appendage”  to  all  other  churches.  The  following 
is  Mr.  Wesley’s  language  as  quoted  in  the  connection : — 
“If  it  be  said,  He  could  have  made  them  a separate  peo- 
ple, like  the  Moravian  Brethren  ; I answer,  This  would 
have  been  a direct  contradiction  to  his  whole  design  in 
raising  them  up  ; namely,  to  spread  Scriptural  religion 
throughout  the  land,  among  people  of  every  denomination  ; 
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leaving  every  one  to  hold  his  own  opinions,  and  to  follow 
his  own  mode  of  worship.”  It  is  here  said  that  the  object 
of  the  institution  of  Methodism  is,  “ to  spread  Scriptural 
religion  throughout  the  land,  among  people  of  every  denomi- 
nation ; leaving  every  one  to  hold  his  own  opinions,  and  to 
follow  his  own  mode  of  worship.”  Now  why  do  not  our 
opponents  assert  Methodism  to  be  “ supplemental”  to  the 
dissenting  churches,  as  well  as  to  the  Establishment  1 for 
it  was  originated  for  the  benefit  of  “ people  of  every  de- 
nomination,” and  required  no  one,  not  even  the  dissenter, 
to  abandon  “ his  own  mode  of  worship.”  There  need  be 
no  difficulty  in  this  view  of  the  subject,  arising  from  the 
fact,  that  Methodism  came  finally  to  be  a system  of  Chris- 
tian doctrine,  of  worship,  and  of  discipline,  with  a distinct 
organization,  having  all  the  attributes  of  a church.  For 
this  result  was  not  at  first  provided  for  or  foreseen  by  the 
Wesleys.  13ut  why  this  parade  of  evidence  in  proof  of  a 
fact  that  no  intelligent  Methodist  ever  denied  ? The  fact 
admitted,  makes  not  in  the  least  for  the  position  that  is 
attempted  to  be  proved. 

Again  it  is  said,  “ Wesley  looked  on  this  organization 
of  his  as  ordy  well  calculated  to  strengthen  the  Church.” 
Nay,  sir,  not  “ as  only  well  calculated  to  strengthen  the 
Church,”  but  as  well  calculated  “ to  spread  Scriptural 
religion  throughout  the  land,  among  people  of  every 

DENOMINATION.” 

Again,  “ He  does  not  anywhere  hint  that  this  organiza- 
tion had  any  of  the  characteristics,  even,  of  a church  ; or 
that  it  was  intended  to  have.”  Now,  I have  said  before, 
that  the  Methodists  in  England,  in  the  days  of  Mr.  Wes- 
ley, did  not  take  to  themselves  the  namenf  a church,  and 
the  same  is  still  the  fact.'  They  now  style  themselves 
“ The  Methodist  Connection.”  But  that  Mr.  Wesley 
“ does  not  anywhere  hint  that  this  organization  had  any 
of  the  characteristics  of  a church ,”  is  quite  another  matter. 
Indeed,  the  assertion  is  palpably  false. 

To  make  this  appear,  I only  need  show  what  were  Mr. 
Wesley’s  views  of  “ the  characteristics  of  a church.”  The 
following  extracts  are  taken  from  Mr.  Wesley’s  Sermon, 
entitled,  “ Of  the  Church.''* 

“ How  much  do  we  almost  continually  hear  about 
See  Sermon  lxxix.  Works,  vol.  ii,  p.  154. 
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tlie  church!  With  many  it  is  matter  of  daily  conversation. 
And  yet  how  few  understand  what  they  talk  of : how  few 
know  what  the  term  means  ! A more  ambiguous  word  than 
this,  the  church,  is  scarce  to  be  found  in  the  English  lan- 
guage. It  is  sometimes  taken  for  a building,  set  apart  for 
public  worship  ; sometimes  for  a congregation,  or  body  of 
people,  united  together  in  the  service  of  God.  It  is  only 
in  the  latter  sense  that  it  is  taken  in  the  ensuing  discourse. 

“ It  may  be  taken  indifferently  for  any  number  of  peo- 
ple, how  small  or  great  soever.  As,  ! where  two  or  three 
are  met  together  in  his  name,’  there  is  Christ ; so,  (to 
speak  with  St.  Cyprian,)  ‘ where  two  or  three  believers 
are  met  together,  there  is  a church.’  Thus  it  is  that  St. 
Paul,  writing  to  Philemon,  mentions  ‘ the  church  which 
was  in  his  house  plainly  signifying,  that  even  a Chris- 
tian family  may  be  termed  a church. 

“ Several  of  those  whom  God  hath  called  out  of  the 
world,  (so  the  original  word  properly  signifies,)  uniting 
together  in  one  congregation,  formed  a larger  church  ; as 
the  church  at  Jerusalem  : that  is,  all  those  in  Jerusalem 
whom  God  had  so  called.” 

“ Let  us  consider,  first,  who  are  properly  the  church  of 
God  ? What  is  the  true  meaning  of  that  term  ? ‘ The 
church  at  Ephesus,’  as  the  apostle  himself  explains  it, 
means,  ‘ the  saints,’  the  holy  persons  ‘ that  are  in  Ephe- 
sus ;’  and  there  assemble  themselves  together  to  worship 
God  the  Father,  and  his  Son  Jesus  Christ:  whether  they 
did  this  in  one,  or  (as  we  may  probably  suppose)  in  several 
places.  But  it  is  the  church  in  general,  the  catholic  or 
universal  church,  which  the  apostle  here  considers  as  one 
body  : comprehending  not  only  the  Christians  in  the  house 
of  Philemon,  or  any  one  family  ; not  only  the  Christians 
of  one  congregation,  of  one  city,  of  one  province,  or 
nation  ; but  all  the  persons  upon  the  face  of  the  earth,  who 
| answer  the  character  here  given.” 

“ What  is  the  church  1 The  catholic  or  universal 
church,  is,  all  the  persons  in  the  universe  whom  God 
hath  so  called  out  of  the  world  as  to  entitle  them  to  the 
preceding  character  ; as  to  be  ‘ one  body,’  united  by  ‘ one 
Spirit;’  having  ‘one  faith,  one  hope,  one  baptism  ; one 
God  and  Father  of  all,  who  is  above  all,  and  through  all, 
and  in  them  all.’ 
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“ That  part  of  this  great  body,  of  the  universal  church, 
which  inhabits  any  one  kingdom  or  nation,  we  may  pro- 
perly term  a national  church  ; as,  the  Church  of  France, 
the  Church  of  England,  the  Church  of  Scotland.  A 
smaller  part  of  the  universal  church  are  the  Christians 
that  inhabit  one  city  or  town  ; as  the  church  of  Ephesus, 
and  the  rest  of  the  seven  churches  mentioned  in  the  Reve- 
lation. Two  or  three  Christian  believers  united  together, 
are  a church  in  the  narrowest  sense  of  the  word.  Such 
was  the  church  in  the  house  of  Philemon,  and  that  in  the 
house  of  Nyinphas,  mentioned  Col.  iv,  15.  A particular 
church  may,  therefore,  consist  of  any  number  of  members, 
whether  two  or  three,  or  two  or  three  millions.  But  still, 
■whether  they  be  larger  or  smaller,  the  same  idea  is  to  be 
preserved.  They  are  one  body  ; and  have  one  Spirit,  one 
Eord,  one  hope,  one  faith,  one  baptism  ; one  God  and 
Father  of  all. 

“ This  account  is  exactly  agreeable  to  the  nineteenth 
article  of  our  Church,  the  Church  of  England  : (only  the 
article  includes  a little  more  than  the  apostle  has  ex- 
pressed :) 

“ ‘ Of  the  Church. 

“ ‘ The  visible  church  of  Christ  is  a congregation  of 
faithful  men,  in  which  the  pure  word  of  God  is  preached, 
and  the  sacraments  be  duly  administered.’ 

“It  may  be  observed,  that  at  the  same  time  our  thirty- 
nine  articles  were  compiled  and  published,  a Latin 
translation  of  them  was  published  by  the  same  authority. 
In  this  the  words  were,  ‘ Ccetus  credentium a congrcva- 
tion  of  believers ; plainly  showing  that  by  faithful  men , the 
compilers  meant,  men  endued  with  living  faith.  This 
brings  the  article  to  a still  nearer  agreement  to  the  account 
given  bv  the  apostle. 

“ But  it  may  be  doubted,  whether  the  article  speaks  of 
a particular  church,  or  of  the  church  universal  ? The 
title,  ‘ Of  the  Church,’  seems  to  have  reference  to  the 
catholic  church  ; but  the  second  clause  of  the  article  men- 
tions the  particular  churches  of  Jerusalem,  Antioch,  Alex- 
andria, and  Rome.  Perhaps  it  was  intended  to  take  in 
both : so  to  define  the  universal  church,  as  to  keep  in 
view  the  several  particular  churches  of  which  it  is  composed. 
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“These  things  being  considered,  it  is  easy  to  answer 
that  question,  ‘ What  is  the  Church  of  England  V It  is 
that  part,  those  members  of  the  universal  church,  who  are 
inhabitants  of  England.  The  Church  of  England  is  that 
body  of  men  in  England,  in  whom  ‘there  is  one  Spirit, 
one  hope,  one  Lord,  one  faith  which  have  ‘ one  baptism,’ 
and  ‘ one  God  and  Father  of  all.’  This,  and  this  alone, 
is  the  Church  of  England,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  the 
apostle. 

“ But  the  definition  of  a church,  laid  down  in  the  article, 
includes,  not  only  this,  but  much  more,  by  that  remarkable 
addition:  ‘In  which  the  pure  word  of  God  is  preached, 
and  the  sacraments  be  duly  administered.’  According  to 
this  definition,  those  congregations  in  which  the  pure  word 
of  God  (a  strong  expression)  is  not  preached  are  no  parts 
either  of  the  Church  of  England,  or  the  church  catholic  : 
as  neither  are  those  in  which  the  sacraments  are  not  duly 
administered.” 

Now  though  Mr.  Wesley  might  not  assume  for  the  con- 
nection the  style  of  a church,  and  considering  that  he  and 
his  brother  Charles,  and  many  others,  both  among  the 
preachers  and  private  members,  were  recognised  as  mem- 
bers of  the  Establishment,  did  wisely  judge  that  it  was 
the  better  course  to  avoid  appropriating  to  the  Methodists 
the  title  of  church,  yet  who  would  suppose  from  this  that 
he  did  not  consider  the  Methodists  “ a congregation  or 
body  of  people,  united  together  in  the  service  of  God  1” 

But  comment  is  unnecessary.  I might  fill  a volume 
with  quotations  from  the  very  sources  from  which  the 
writer  of  the  Tract  professes  to  derive  his  evidence,  in 
proof  of  the  utter  falsity  and  folly  of  his  statement  upon 
the  point  in  question.  What  he  says  Mr.  Wesley  “ does 
not  anywhere  hint,”  is  a clear  and  necessary  result  of  his 
views  of  the  Church,  as  explicitly  asserted  in  numerous 
passages  in  his  writings. 

“ YI.  The  appointment  of  preachers." 

We  have  here  a long  extract  from  Mr.  Wesley’s  Ser- 
mon on  “ the  Ministerial  Office.”*  As  the  last  paragraph 
of  the  quotation  contains  the  point  upon  which  the  stress 
is  laid,  we  shall  only  quote  that.  It  is  as  follows  : — 

> Sermon  cxxxix,  Works,  vol.  ii,  p.  539. 
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“ I wish  all  of  you  who  are  vulgarly  termed  Methodists 
would  seriously  consider  what  has  been  said.  And  par- 
ticularly you  whom  God  hath  commissioned  to  call  sinners 
to  repentance.  It  does  by  no  means  follow  from  hence, 
that  ye  are  commissioned  to  baptize,  or  to  administer  the 
Lord’s  supper.  Ye  never  dreamed  of  this,  for  ten  or 
twenty  years  after  ye'began  to  preach.  Ye  did  not  then, 
like  Korah,  Dathan,  and  Abiram,  ‘ seek  the  priesthood 
also.’  Ye  knew,  ‘no  man  taketh  this  honour  unto  him- 
self, but.  he  that  is  called  of  God,  as  was  Aaron.’  O con- 
tain yourselves  within  your  own  bounds.” 

Upon  this  we  have  some  wise  “remarks.”  It  is  said, 
that  “ from  the  conclusions  embraced  in  this  language, 
there  seems  no  possibility  of  turning.  It  comes  as  in  lines 
of  light,  that  Mr.  Wesley  had  no  intention  of  appointing 
ministers.  lie  looks  upon  any  such  assumption  of  the 
sacred  office  by  his  preachers,  as  the  sin  of  Korah — as 
nothing  less  than  rebellion  against  God.  And  he  rebukes 
it  with  stern  severity.” 

Now  let  us  inquire  whether  “ the  conclusions”  of  the 
Tract  follow  legitimately  from  the  premises  laid  down. 

1.  Let  it  be  observed  that  the  object  of  the  sermon, 
from  which  the  extract  is  taken,  is  to  establish  a distinction 
between  the  prophetic  and  the  priestly  offices  ; and  hence 
to  prove  that  an  appointment  to  the  work  of  a preacher  does 
not  necessarily  imply  the  right  to  administer  the  ordinances. 
And  what  difficulty  is  there  in  admitting  all  this  ? Though 
the  Christian  ministry  is  not  in  the  New  Testament  called 
a priesthood,  and  in  the  use  of  the  word  “ priest,”  Mr. 
Wesley  follows  the  common  error  committed  by  Church- 
men, yet  we  may  admit,  and  indeed  the  Methodist  Epis- 
copal Church  does  admit  in  practice,  all  that  Mr.  Wesley 
here  labours  to  prove.  We  first  license  men  to  preach,  and 
require  the  travelling  preachers  to  perform  the  functions 
of  this  office  for  two  years,  and  the  local  preachers 
for  four,  before  they  can  be  ordained  ; and  until  they  are 
ordained,  they  are  not  permitted  to  administer  the  sacra- 
ments. 

2.  The  error,  to  the  refutation  of  which  Mr.  Wesley 
directs  his  argument,  is,  that  a simple  appointment  to  the 
office  of  a preacher  of  God’s  word  constitutes  a title  to 
administer  the  ordinances.  Some  of  the  preachers  had 
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acted  upon  this  principle  without  any  ordination  whatso- 
ever. This  was  bringing  confusion  into  the  connection, 
and  required  a prompt  and  decisive  remedy.  This  assum- 
ing what  Mr.  Wesley  calls  “ the  priest’s  office,”  without 
his  approbation  or  a formal  consecration,  and  contrary  to 
the  decisions  of  the  conference,  it  is  strongly  insinuated 
in  this  Sermon,  was  “ the  sin  of  Korah.” 

But,  3.  All  this  is  not  at  all  to  the  point  of  a right , upon 
the  part  of  Mr.  Wesley,  should  it  be  thought  expedient,  to 
set  apart  persons  to  the  office  of  presbyter,  and  so  properly 
to  authorize  them  to  administer  the  sacraments. 

And,  finally,  that  the  ordination  of  ministers  was  not  in 
Mr.  Wesley’s  view  inconsistent  with  the  doctrines  of  the 
Sermon  in  question  is  most  evident,  from  the  fact  that  he 
did,  about  the  time  of  its  publication,  ordain  three  of  his 
preachers,  to  administer  the  sacraments  wherever  they 
might  find  it  necessary  or  useful  to  do  so.  Of  this  fact  I 
shall  now  give  the  most  undoubted  evidence. 

Mr.  Wesley’s  answer  to  the  anxious  inquiry  of  his  dis- 
tressed people  whether — when  the  minister  of  the  parish, 
wherein  they  dwelled,  walked  in  the  way  to  hell  himself, 
and  taught  his  flock  to  do  the  same— he  would  advise 
them  to  “ meet  in  their  own  preaching  house,”  is  thus  no- 
ticed by  Mr.  Jackson,  in  his  Life  of  Charles  Wesley, 
recently  published  in  London,  and  about  to  be  republished 
at  our  own  press  : — 

“ Where  this  is  really  the  case,  I cannot  blame  them  if 
they  do.  Although,  therefore,  I earnestly  oppose  the 
general  separation  of  the  Methodists  from  the  Church,  yet 
I cannot  condemn  such  a partial  separation  in  this  parti- 
cular case.  I believe,  to  separate  thus  far  from  These  mi- 
serable wretches,  who  are  the  scandal  of  our  Church  and 
nation,  would  be  for  the  honour  of  our  Church,  as  well  as 
to  the  glory  of  God.”  » 

Mr.  Jackson  then  proceeds  : — 

“ In  accordance  with  these  principles,  and  with  an  exist- 
ing state  of  things  which  he  deeply  regretted,  but  could 
not  control,  Mr.  Wesley  ordained  three  of  his  preachers 
to  administer  the  sacraments  in  England,  wherever  they 
might  deem  it  necessary;  but  in  a sermon  on  the- sacred 
office,  published  about  the  same  time,  he  strongly  urged 
upon  the  body  of  the  preachers  the  duty  of  confining 
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themselves  to  preaching  the  word  of  life,  as  their  original 
and  special  calling,  and  to  abstain  from  administering  the 
sacraments  altogether.  The  three  men  whom  he  selected 
from  their  brethren,  and  invested  with  what  he  considered 
the  full  ministerial  character,  were  Mr.  Alexander  Mather, 
Thomas  Rankin,  and  Henry  Moore.  The  following  is  a 
copy  of  the  certificate  of  ordination  given  to  Mr.  Moore,  as 
published  by  himself 

‘ Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  John  Wesley, 
late  fellow  of  Lincoln  College,  in  Oxford,  presbyter  of 
the  Church  of  England,  did,  on  the  day  of  the  date  hereof, 
by  the  imposition  of  my  hands  and  prayer,  (being  assisted 
by  other  ordained  ministers,)  set  apart  Henry  Moore  for 
the  office  of  a presbyter  in  the  church  of  God : a man 
whom  I judge  qualified  to  feed  the  flock  of  Christ,  and  to 
administer  the  sacraments  of  baptism  and  the  Lord’s  sup- 
per, according  to  the  usage  of  the  Church  of  England  ; 
and  as  such  I do  hereby  recommend  him  to  all  whom  it 
may  concern.  In  testimony  whereof  I have  hereunto  set 
nay  hand  and  seal  this  twenty-seventh  day  of  February,  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  1789. 

‘John  Weslev. 

‘ Present  and  assisting, 

‘James  Creighton,  ) Presbyters  of  the  Church 
‘ Peard  Dickenson,  £ of  England.’ 

“ With  this  document,  and  the  facts  connected  with  it 
before  him,  the  reader  will  perceive  what  credit  is  due  to 
the  Messrs.  Wilberforce  and  Dr.  Pusey,  in  their  state- 
ments respecting  Mr.  Wesley  and  his  preachers.  The 
brothers  assert,  in  the  Life  of  their  father,  ‘John  Wesley 
was  no  dissenter,  nor  were  any  of  his  preachers  suffered 
during  his  life-time  to  attempt  to  administer  the  sacra- 
ments of  the  Church.’  The  Oxford  professor  avers,  with 
equal  confidence,  ‘ that  Wesley  reluctantly  took  the  step 
of  ordaining  at  all : that  he  meant  those  whom  he  ordained 
to  be  subordinate  auxiliaries  to  the  ministry ; and  that,  to 
the  last,  he  refused,  in  the  strongest  terms,  his  consent 
that  those  thus  ordained  should  take  upon  them  to  admin- 
ister the  sacraments.  He  felt  that  it  exceeded  his  powers, 
and  so  inhibited  it,  however  it  might  diminish  the  numbers 
of  the  society  he  had  formed.’  * 

* Letter  to  the  bishop  of  Oxford,  p.  151. 
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“ Thus  it  is  that  grave  men,  whose  very  office  binds  them 
to  attach  a peculiar  sacredness  to  truth,  fearlessly  dogma- 
tize on  subjects  which  they  never  took  the  pains  to  un- 
derstand! Mr.  Wesley  expressly  appointed  about  twenty 
of  his  preachers  to  perforin  those  acts  which  these  cler- 
gymen tell  the  world  he  absolutely  forbade  them  to  med- 
• die  with!  thus  dealing  their  censures  blindfold,  regardless 
of  the  injury  they  may  inflict.  With  a large  class  of 
writers  it  seems  to  be  now  an  admitted  principle,  that  they 
are  under  no  obligation  to  confine  themselves  to  strict  ve- 
racity when  speaking  of  Methodism  and  its  founder. 
But  whatever  blame  may  be  justly  imputable  to  Mr.  Wes- 
ley and  his  preachers,  the  men  who  violate  truth,  with 
ample  means  of  correct  information  within  their  reach, 
should  be  the  last  to  assume  the  office  of  censors.  A con- 
victed transgressor  of  the  ninth  commandment  is  ill  pre- 
pared to  undergo  a strict  cross-examination  in  preferring 
the  charge  of  ‘ schism’  against  his  neighbour.  Moral  pre- 
cepts are  at  least  as  binding  as  those  that  relate  to  church 
order.” 

How  came  Mr.  Wesley  to  “set  apart”  these  men  “to 
the  office  of  presbyters  in  the  church  of  Christ,”  if  their 
desiring  it  was  “ the  sin  of  Korah  ?”  Would  not  this  have 
been  upon  the  part  of  Mr.  Wesley,  on  the  principles  of 
the  Tract,  “ rebellion  against  God?”  Here,  ye  wise  and 
good  men  of  the  Church,  is  your  sound  high  Churchman, 
John  Wesley,  either  forsaking  the  order  of  the  Church,  or 
becoming  a captain  in  the  company  of  Korah,  Dathan,  and 
Abiram  ! Upon  which  horn  of  the  dilemma  will  yon  hang 
him  ? 

Here  I might  leave  the  Tract ; for  the  facts  and  re- 
marks furnished  by  Mr.  Jackson  completely  upturn  the 
whole  fabric  of  its  speculations  upon  Mr.  Wesley’s  ad- 
herence to  the  order  of  the  Church  ; but  to  avoid  all  ground 
for  the  pretence  that  any  of  its  material  arguments  have 
been  overlooked,  I must  proceed. 

Next  it  is  attempted  to  be  proved  that  Mr.  Wesley’s 
ordinations  for  “ Scotland  and  America”  were  not  proper 
ordinations  to  the  ministry,  but  that  “ the  action  was  only 
one  for  an  extraordinary  and  temporary  work.”  It  is  em- 
phatically alleged  that  it  “ cannot  he  proved"  that  Mr. 
Wesley  “did  ordain  a ministry  for  Scotland  and  America;” 
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aiul  it  is  very  modestly  said,  that  notion  “ is  a mistake  that 
grows  out  of  a misunderstanding  of  his  actions.”  Well, 
as  it  seems  our  good  Churchmen  understand  Mr.  Wesley’s 
“actions”  much  better  than  the  Methodists  do,  and  per- 
haps it  might  be  added,  much  better  than  Mr.  Wesley  un- 
derstood them  himself,  it  will  become  us  to  sit  at  their 
feet  and  learn.  Listen,  then,  to  several  strong  arguments, 
which  are  designed  to  set  us  all  right.  In  proof  that  Mr. 
Wesley  “ did  not  set  up  a ministry,”  it  is  urged  : — 

“ 1st.  That  in  the  document  which  is  always  quoted 
to  prove  that  Mr.  Wesley  ordained  ministers  for  America, 
Mr.  Wesley  does  not  at  all  say  that  he  ordained,  but  sim- 
ply that  he  ‘appointed.’” 

I will  now  give  “the  document”  to  which  I suppose  re- 
ference is  here  made,  and  then  the  reader  can  judge  for 
himself  with  what  fidelity  it  is  construed  in  the  Tract.  It 
is  as  follows  : — 

“ Bristol , September  10,  1784. 

“ To  Dr.  Coke,  Mr.  Asbury,  and  our  brethren  in  North 
America : — 

“ By  a very  uncommon  train  of  providences  many  of 
the  provinces  of  North  America  are  totally  disjoined  from 
the  mother  country,  and  erected  into  independent  states. 
The  English  government  has  no  power  over  them,  either 
civil  or  ecclesiastical,  any  more  than  over  the  states  of 
Holland.  A civil  authority  is  exercised  over  them,  partly 
by  the  congress,  partly  by  the  provincial  assemblies.  But 
no  one  either  exercises  or  claims  any  ecclesiastical  au- 
thority at  all.  In  this  peculiar  situation  some  thousands  of 
the  inhabitants  of  these  states  desire  my  advice,  and  in 
compliance  with  their  desire  I have  drawn  up  a little 
sketch.  - 

“ Lord  King’s  account  of  the  primitive  church  convinced 
me  many  years  ago,  that  bishops  and  presbyters  are  the 
same  order,  and  consequently  have  the  same  right  to  or- 
dain. For  many  years  I have  been  importuned,  from  time 
to  time,  to  exercise  this  right,  by  ordaining  part  of  our 
travelling  preachers.  But  I have  still  refused  ; not  only 
for  peace’  sake,  but  because  I was  determined,  as  little  as 
possible,  to  violate  the  established  order  of  the  national 
Church,  to  which  I belonged. 

“But  the  case  is  widely  different  between  England  and 
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North  America.  Here  there  are  bishops  who  have  a legal 
jurisdiction.  In  America  there  are  none,  neither  any 
parish  minister ; so  that  for  some  hundreds  of  miles  toge- 
ther there  is  none  either  to  baptize  or  administer  the 
Lord’s  supper.  Here,  therefore,  my  scruples  are  at  an 
end ; and  I conceive  myself  at  full  liberty,  as  I violate  no 
order,  and  invade  no  man’s  right,  by  appointing  and  send- 
ing labourers  into  the  harvest. 

“ I have  accordingly  appointed  Dr.  Coke  and  Mr. 
Francis  Asbury  to  be  joint  superintendents  over  our  bre- 
thren in  North  America ; as  also  Richard  What  coat  and 
Thomas  Yasey  to  act  as  elders  among  them,  by  baptizing 
and  administering  the  Lord’s  supper.  And  I have  pre- 
pared a liturgy,  little  differing  from  that  of  the  Church  of 
England,  (I  think  the  best  constituted  national  church  in 
the  world,)  which  I advise  all  the  travelling  preachers  to 
use  on  the  Lord’s  day  in  all  the  congregations,  reading  the 
litany  only  on  Wednesdays  and  Fridays,  and  praying  ex- 
tempore on  all  other  days.  I also  advise  the  elders  to 
administer  the  supper  of  the  Lord  on  every  Lord’s  day. 

“ If  any  one  will  point  out  a more  rational  and  Scrip- 
tural way  of  feeding  and  guiding  these  poor  sheep  in  the 
wilderness,  I will  gladly  embrace  it.  At  present  I cannot 
see  any  better  method  than  that  I have  taken. 

“ It  has  indeed  been  proposed  to  desire  the  English 
bishops  to  ordain  part  of  our  preachers  for  America.  But 
to  this  I object,  1 . I desired  the  bishop  of  London  to  or- 
dain one,  but  could  not  prevail.  2.  If  they  consented,  we 
know  the  slowness  of  their  proceedings;  but  the  matter 
admits  of  no  delay.  3.  If  they  would  ordain  them  now, 
they  would  expect  to  govern  them.  And  how  grievously 
would  this  entangle  us ! 4.  As  our  American  brethren 

are  now  totally  disentangled,  both  from  the  state  and  the 
English  hierarchy,  we  dare  not  entangle  them  again,  either 
with  the  one  or  the  other.  They  are  now  at  full  liberty, 
simply  to  follow  the  Scriptures  and  the  primitive  church. 
And  we  judge  it  best  that  they  should  stand  fast  in  that 
liberty  wherewith  God  has  so  strangely  made  them  free. 

“ John  Wesley.” 

In  this  document  Mr.  Wesley  does  say  he  had  “ ap- 
pointed Dr.  Coke  and  Mr.  Asbury  to  be  joint  superintend- 
ents.” But  who,  excepting  our  sharp-sighted  Churchmen, 
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would  ever  be  aide  to  discriminate  between  appointing  and 
ordaining,  as  the  terms  are  here  used  ? Not  to  insist,  that 
the  original  words  employed  in  the  New  Testament  for 
setting  apart  to  the  office  of  the  ministry,  simply  signify 
to  appoint;  let  the  two  paragraphs  next  preceding 
the  one  quoted  and  relied  on  by  the  writer  of  the  Tract 
be  carefully  read,  and  it  will  appear  perfectly  plain,  that 
Mr.  Wesley’s  appointments  were  intended  to  be  under- 
stood as  ordinations. 

He  had  said  that  “ Lord  King’s  account  of  the  primitive 
church  convinced”  him  “ that  bishops  and  presbyters  are 
the  same  order,  and  consequently  have  the  same  right  to 
ordain that  “ the  case  is  widely  different  between  Eng- 
land and  America.  Here  there  are  bishops  who  have  a legal 
jurisdiction.”  In  America  there  are  none.  “ Here”  his 
“ scruples”  were  “ at  an  end,”  and  he  conceived  himself 
“ at  full  liberty,  as”  he  “ violated  no  order,  and  invaded 
no  man’s  right,”  to  appoint  and  send  labourers  into  the 
harvest. 

Now  had  this  wiseacre  looked  but  with  a small  amount 
of  attention  upon  his  authority,  he  could  but  have 
seen  that  in  the  grave  conclusion  he  draws  from  it,  he 
insults  the  common  sense  of  “the  people”  “ for”  whose 
benefit  he  spends  his  vast  resources. 

To  make  the  folly  of  this  main  position  of  the  Tract  still 
more  obvious,  I will  here  furnish  the  reader  with  a copy 
of  the  credentials  given  by  Mr.  Wesley  to  Dr.  Coke,  in 
connection  with  the  remarks  by  which  they  are  introduced 
by  Mr.  Drew. 

“When  the  conference  at  Leeds,  in  1784,  ended,  Mr. 
Wesley  repaired  to  Bristol,  and  Dr.  Coke  to  London,  to 
make  arrangements-  for  his  departure.  He  had  not,  horv- 
ever,  been  long  in  London,  before  he  received  a letter  from 
Mr.  Wesley  requesting  him  to  repair  immediately  to  Bris- 
tol, to  receive  fuller  powers  ; and  to  bring  with  him  the 
Rev.  Mr.  Creighton,  a regularly  ordained  minister,  who 
had  long  officiated  in  Mr.  Wesley’s  chapels  in  London,  and 
assisted  him  in  various  branches  of  his  ministerial  duties. 
1 The  doctor  and  Mr.  Creighton  accordingly  met  him  in 
Bristol,  when,  with  their  assistance,  he  ordained  Mr. 
Richard  Whatcoat  and  Mr.  Thomas  Vasey  presbyters  for 
America ; and  being  peculiarly  attached  to  every  rite  of 
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the  Church  of  England,  did  afterward  ordain  Dr.  Coke  a 
superintendent,  giving  him  letters  of  ordination  under  his 
hand  and  seal.’  Of  these  letters  of  ordination  the  follow- 
ing is  a faithful  copy,  carefully  transcribed  from  the  ori- 
ginal in  Mr.  Wesley’s  own  handwriting,  preserved  among 
the  papers  of  the  late  Dr.  Coke  : — 

“To  all  to  whom  these  presents  shall  come,  John 
Wesley,  late  fellow  of  Lincoln  College,  in  Oxford,  presby- 
ter of  the  Church  of  England,  sendeth  greeting  : 

“ Whereas  many  of  the  people  in  the  southern  provin- 
ces of  North  America,  who  desire  to  continue  under  my 
care,  and  still  adhere  to  the  doctrine  and  discipline  of  the 
Church  of  England,  are  greatly  distressed  for  want  of 
ministers  to  administer  the  sacraments  of  baptism  and  the 
Lord’s  supper,  according  to  the  usage  of  the  same  Church  : 
and  whereas  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  other  way 
of  supplying  them  with  ministers — 

“ Know  all  men,  that  I,  John  Wesley,  think  myself  to  be 
providentially  called  at  this  time  to  set  apart  some  persons 
I for  the  work  of  the  ministry  in  America.  And  therefore, 
under  the  protection  of  almighty  God,  and  with  a single 
eye  to  his  glory,  I have  this  day  set  apart  as  a super- 
intendent, by  the  imposition  of  my  hands,  and  prayer, 
(being  assisted  by  other  ordained  ministers,)  Thomas 
Coke,  doctor  of  civil  law,  a presbyter  of  the  Church  of 
England,  and  a man  whom  I judge  to  be  well  qualified  for 
that  great  work.  And  I do  hereby  recommend  him  to  all 
whom  it  may  concern,  as  a fit  person  to  preside  over  the 
flock  of  Christ.  In  testimony  whereof.  I have  hereunto 
set  my  hand  and  seal,  this  second  day  of  September,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  eighty- 
four.  John  Wesley.’' 

Here  Mr.  Wesley  says, he  thinks  himself  “providentially 
i called  to  set  apart  some  persons  for  the  work  of  the  minis- 
try'' Is  fiot  the  evidence  of  these  documents  quite  suffi- 
cient to  prove  that  our  man  of  the  Tract,  with  all  his  shrewd- 
ness, has  fallen  into  a mistake  as  to  the  material  fact  in 
question  1 But  he  has  more  reasons.  Let  us  hear  him. 

“ 2d.  It  is  urged,  that  that  appointment  was  not  an  ordi- 
nation nor  setting  apart  to  the  ministry : for,  mark  this.  Dr. 
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Coke,  one  of  those  appointed,  was  already  a minister  of  the 
Church  in  England  just  like  Mr.  Wesley.” 

And  whoever  supposed  that  Dr.  Coke’s  “ appointment” 
was  “ a setting  apart  to  the  ministry  ?”  This  was  an  ap- 
pointment to  the  office  of  “ a superintendent.” 

Another  reason  is,  “ That  those  very  preachers  when 
they  returned  to  England  were  not  allowed  there  to  adminis- 
ter the  sacraments,  as  they  must  have  been  had  they  been 
ministers.  According  to  Wesley’s  object,  their  duty  had 
ceased.” 

This  reason,  especially  in  the  mouth  of  a member  of  the 
Protestant  Episcopal  Church,  is  altogether  as  unaccounta- 
ble as  it  is  absurd.  Was  not  Bishop  White  ordained  to 
the  episcopal  office  by  the  archbishop  of  Canterbury  ? and 
would  he  or  any  of  the  clergy  ordained  for  America,  upon 
a return  to  England,  have  been  “ allowed  there  to  adminis- 
ter the  sacraments  ?”  Not  at  all. 

In  Bishop  White’s  credentials,  given  under  the  hand 
and  seal  of  the  archbishop  of  Canterbury,  we  find  this 
provision,  viz.  : “ Provided  that  neither  he,  the  said  bishop, 
nor  any  person  or  persons,  deriving  their  consecration 
from  under  him,  nor  any  person  or  persons,  admitted  to 
the  order  of  deacon  or  priest  by  him  or  his  successor  or 
successors,  shall  be  enabled  to  exercise  his  or  their 
respective  office  or  offices  within  his  majesty’s  dominion.”* 
Now  from  this  provision  will  our  Churchmen  infer  that 
Bishop  White,  and  those  ordained  by  him,  were  not 
“ ministers  ?”  Is  it  not  a pity  that  these  gentlemen,  in 
order  to  disfranchise  us,  will  disfranchise  themselves,  and 
so  leave  poor  America  without  regular  and  permanent 
ministers.  But  I must  proceed  with  the  reasons. 

“ 3d.  That  they  were  not  made  nor  considered  ministers, 
it  is  urged,  from  the  fact  that  Dr.  Coke  (who  was  in  con- 
stant correspondence  with  Air.  Wesley)  applied  to  Bishop 
White,  of  the  American  Church,  in  1791,  to  ordain  the 
Alethodist  preachers  then  in  America ; which  Dr.  Coke 
would  not  have  done  surely  if  those  preachers  were  al- 
ready thought  to  be  ministers.” 

Now  let  it  be  observed  that  Dr.  Coke  never  “ applied  to 
Bishop  White  to  ordain  the  Methodist  preachers  then  in 

* See  Bishop  White’s  “ Memoirs  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal 
Church,”  pp.  322.  323. 
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America.”  The  doctor  did  write  a letter  to  Bishop  White 
upon  the  subject  of  what  he  called  “ a reunion”  of  the 
Methodist  Episcopal  and  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church- 
es, and  in  discussing  the  terms,  he  says,  “ I do  not  think 
that  the  generality  of  them,  [that  is,  the  ordained  minis- 
ters,] perhaps  none  of  them,  would  refuse  to  submit  to 
reordination.”  But  he  had,  at  the  same  time,  just  said, 
“Our  ordained  ministers  will  not,  ought  not,  to  give  up 
their  right  of  administering-  the  sacraments.”  The  doctor 
here  clearly  asserts  the  validity  of  Methodist  “ ordina- 
tions,” but  seems  to  think  that  for  the  sake  of  “ reunion” 
with  the  Church  “ reordination”  might  be  submitted  to. 
Without  entering  into  the  discussion  of  the  question, 
whether  reordination  could  be  admitted  without  giving  up 
the  validity  of  the  former  ordination,  it  is  evident  enough 
that  Dr.  Coke  supposed  it  might  be.  In  a letter  to  Mr. 
Asbury,  dated  Leeds,  Feb.  2,  1808,  he  says,  “I  never 
applied  to  the  convention  for  reconsecration.  I never  in- 
tended that  either  you  or  I should  give  up  our  episcopal 
ordination.  My  proposal  secured  our  discipline  in  all 
points .”  But  this  matter  has  been  so  frequently  and  fully 
discussed,  I need  not  enlarge.*  The  statements- and  in- 
ferences of  the  Tract  constitute  a gross  perversion  of  the 
whole  affair.  But  to  proceed. 

“4th.  It  is  urged,  that  Wesley  cannot  be  charged  with 
making  or  supposing  his  preachers  ministers,  from  the  fact 
that  the  sermon  last  quoted,  in  which  he  so  explicitly  de- 
nies it,  was  preached  and  published  five  years  after  the 
document  usually  quoted  was  given  to  the  preachers  who 
were  sent  to  America;  the  document  being  dated  1784, 
the  sermon  1789.  So  that  the  first  and  last  expressions 
of  Mr.  Wesley  were  alike.” 

I agree  with  the  result  here,  “ that  the  first  and  last 
expressions  of  Mr.  Wesley  were  alike,”  but  the  fact  is, 
as  we-  have  seen,  he  had  said  nothing  in  “ the  sermon 
quoted”  inconsistent  with  the  act  of  consecrating  ministers 
for  America,  or  anywhere  else.  Finally,  I come  to  the 
concluding  argument. 

“ 5th.  It  is  urged,  (if  an  action  just  in  point  be  required,) 

* Whoever  wishes  to  see  the  subject  set  in  its  true  light,  may  con- 
sult Bishop  White’s  “Memoirs,”  pp.  167-171,  343-348;  and  Bishop 
Emory’s  “ Defence  of  our  Fathers,”  sec.  vi. 
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that  Mr.  Wesley  could  not  have  intended  to  set  up  a new 
and  separating  ministry  in  1784,  from  the  fact  that  in 
1778,  as  stated  by  Moore,  a similar  attempt  made  by  a 
large  body  of  American  preachers  had  been  stopped,  and 
the  preachers  gave  up  their  pretended  orders,  for  they 
had  gone  through  a process  of  ordination,  and  returned  to 
the  early  discipline.” 

The  writer  fails  to  understand  the  case  he  refers  to. 
Several  of  the  preachers  at  the  south,  being  in  doubt 
whether  any  provision  would  be  made  by  Mr.  Wesley  for 
introducing  the  ordinances,  assumed  the  right  to  ordain 
each  other.  This  course  they  consented  to  abandon,  upon 
being  assured  by  Mr.  Asbury  that  relief  would  be  sought 
at  the  hand  of  Mr.  Wesley  with  all  possible  despatch. 

If  any  thing  more  is  necessary  to  prove  that  Mr.  Wes- 
ley’s appointments  were  real  formal  ordinations,  a colla- 
teral argument  may  be  founded  upon  his  language  in 
relation  to  bis  views  of  his  right  to  confer  such  ordina- 
tions, and  the  reasons  for  which  he  deferred,  for  a long 
time,  the  exercise  of  that  right.  August  19,  1785,  he 
writes  to  his  brother  Charles  thus  : — 

“ Rev.  Sir, — I will  tell  you  my  thoughts  with  all  sim- 
plicity, and  wait  for  better  information.  If  you  agree  with 
me,  well;  if  not,  we  can  (as  Mr.  Whitefield  used  to  say) 
agree  to  disagree. 

“ For  these  forty  years  I have  been  in  doubt  concerning 
that  question  : ‘ What  obedience  is  due  to  heathenish 
priests  and  mitred  infidels  V 

“ I have  from  time  to  time  proposed  my  doubts  to  the 
most  pious  and  sensible  clergymen  I knew.  But  they 
gave  me  no  satisfaction  ; rather  they  seemed  to  be  puzzled 
as  well  as  me.  Some  obedience  I always  paid  to  the 
bishops,  in  obedience  to  the  laws  of  the  land.  But  I can- 
not see,  that  I am  under  any  obligation  to  obey  them  fur- 
ther than  those  laws  require. 

“ It  is  in  obedience  to  those  laws  that  I have  never 
exercised  in  England  the  power  which  I believe  God  has 
given  me.  I firmly  believe  lama  Scriptural  emaitonog, 
as  much  as  any  man  in  England  or  in  Europe.  (For  the 
uninterrupted  succession  I know  to  be  a fable,  which  no 
man  ever  did  or  can  prove.)  But  this  does  in  no  wise 
interfere  with  my  remaining  in  the  Church  of  England ; 
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from  which  I have  no  more  desire  to  separate  than  I had 
fifty  years  ago.”  ■ 

Is  this  the  language  of  a true  high  Churchman  ? Look 
at  the  grounds  of  this  “ obedience  to  the  bishops.”  Does 
he  consider  them  entitled  to  obedience  by  the  laws  of 
Christ’s  kingdom  as  “ the  successors  of  the  apostles  ?” 
No  such  thing.  He  says,  “ Some  obedience  I always 
paid  them,  in  obedience  to  the  laws  of  the  land."  Mark  the 
words  I have  italicised.  These  bishops  were  appointed 
and  invested  by  the  state  ; they  held  civil  as  well  as  spirit- 
ual powers.  But  no  “ further”  than  “ the  laws  of  the 
land”  required  did  Mr.  Wesley  acknowledge  himself 
“ under  any  obligation  to  obey  them.”  We  have  here  the 
key  to  Mr.  Wesley’s  conformity  to  the  national  Church. 
And  if  the  obedience  which  he  here  avows,  makes  him  so 
true  and  sound  a Churchman  as  he  is  claimed  to  have 
been,  I am  not  able  to  see  it. 

We  are  now  brought  to  “the  second  point  to  be  exhi- 
bited,” which  “ is,  the  fact  that  that  appointment  was  to  an 
extraordinary  work,  and  only  to  a temporary  office.”  This 
“ point”  is  laboured  to  be  proved  by  four  arguments,  which, 
at  best,  in  the  absence  of  the  documentary  evidence  which 
I have  presented  to  the  contrary,  could  make  out  only  a 
slight  probability : but  being  against  the  clearest  and 
most  fully  established  facts,  can  prove  nothing  at  all.  I, 
consequently,  shall  not  particularly  notice  them.  If,  in- 
deed, Mr.  Wesley  intended,  as  I have  proved  beyond  the 
possibility  of  reasonable  doubt,  to  ordain  ministers  pro- 
perly such — if  he  so  declares,  and  sets  his  hand  and  seal 
to  testimonials  which  explicitly  convey  proper  ministerial 
powers  and  privileges,  why,  then,  the  facts  being  settled, 
it  is  scarcely  worth  our  while  to  examine  the  conjectures 
of  our  learned  friend,  however  solemnly  put  forth,  against 
these  stubborn  facts. 

“VII.  Not  separatists." 

Now  we  are  told,  “ as  a last  array  of  quotations,  the 
appeal  is  made  to  Wesley,  on  this  specific  and  naked 
point,  ‘ Do  we  separate  from  the  Church?”’  Here  follow 
more  than  a dozen  quotations  from  Mr.  Wesley  on  the 
subject  of  remaining  in  connection  with  the  Establishment. 
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Upon  all  this  very  few  remarks  are  necessary,  as  it  is  an 
effort  to  prove  what  Methodists  have  never  denied,  viz., 
that  the  Wesleys  never  left  the  Church,  and  that  they 
advised  all  the  members  of  the  connection,  who  had  been 
attached  to  the  Establishment,  to  follow  their  example. 
A voluntary  separation  from  the  Church  was  negatived  in 
the  conferences  whenever  discussed.  It  was  determined 
to  proceed  in  the  great  work  of  spreading  Scriptural  holi- 
ness over  the  land  by  such  means  as  the  word  of  God 
authorizes,  avoiding  all  deviations  from  the  order  of  the 
Church  that  were  not  imperatively  called  for  in  the  pro- 
secution of  thi3  great  enterprise.  Mr.  Wesley’s  position 
is  thus  expressed  in  the  Minutes : “ I fear,  when  the 
Methodists  leave  the  Church,  God  will  leave  them.  But 
if  they  are  thrust  out  of  it,  they  will  be  guiltless.”  But 
there  were  still  many  among  the  preachers  and  people 
who  in  practice  declined  all  connection  with  the  Church, 
and  these  were  tolerated  and  even  treated  with  great  ten- 
derness by  Mr.  Wesley.  In  a letter  to  Charles,  dated 
June  20,  1755,  Mr.  John  Wesley  says, — 

“ Cyprian  is  a terrible  witness  of  the  sense  of  the  then 
church  ;*  for  he  speaks  it  not  as  his  own  private  sense, 
hut  an  incontestible  allowed  rule:  and  by  Antistes  there,  I 
really  believe  he  means  the  minister  of  a parish.  That 
pinches  me.  Nevertheless,  I think  with  you,  till  I get 
more  light ; though  I should  be  hard  set  to  defend  myself 
against  a skilful  adversary.  When  I am  convinced  it  is 
my  duty,  I will  follow  Cyprian’s  advice.  The  same  say 
you,  and  no  more.  I do  not  fluctuate  yet ; but  I cannot 
answer  the  arguments  on  that  side  of  the  question.  Jo- 
seph Cownley  says,  ‘ For  such  and  such  reasons  I dare 
not  hear  a drunkard  preach,  or  read  prayers.’  I answer, 
I dare  : but  I cannot  answer  his  reasons.” 

In  a letter  to  the  Rev.  Mr.  Walker,  dated  Sept.  24, 
1755,  after  giving  these  “ reasons”  at  considerable  length, 
he  says, — 

“ I will  freely  acknowledge  that  I cannot  answer  these 
arguments  to  my  own  satisfaction.  So  that  my  conclusion, 
which  I cannot  yet  give  up, — that  it  is  lawful  to  continue 

* The  passage  in  Cyprian  is,  Poputus  a scelerato  Antistite  separare 
ie  debet.  “ It  is  the  duty  of  the  people  to  separate  themselves  from  a 
wicked  bishop.” 
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in  the  Church, — stands,  I know  not  how,  almost  without 
any  premises  that  are  to  bear  its  weight.” 

Here  he  concedes  that  the  lawfulness  of  continuing  in 
the  Church  was  at  least  quite  doubtful.  But  if  any  sup- 
pose that  Mr.  Wesley  would  have  given  up  Methodism 
had  he  been  required  to  do  so  on  penalty  of  excommunica- 
tion from  the  Church,  they  are  much  mistaken.  In  rela- 
tion to  this  in  the  same  letter  he  says, — 

“ At  present  I apprehend  those,  . and  those  only,  to 
separate  from  the  Church,  who  either  renounce  her  fun- 
damental doctrines,  or  refuse  to  join  in  her  public  worship. 
As  yet  we  have  done  neither ; nor  have  we  taken  one 
step  further  than  we  were  convinced  was  our  bounden 
duty.  It  is  from  a full  conviction  of  this,  that  we  have, 
(1.)  Preached  abroad  : (2.)  Prayed  extempore  : (3.)  Form- 
ed societies : and,  (4.)  Permitted  preachers  who  were  not 
episcopally  ordained.  And  were  we  pushed  on  this  side, 
were  there  no  alternative  allowed,  we  should  judge  it  our 
bounden  duty,  rather  wholly  to  separate  from  the  Church, 
than  to  give  up  any  one  of  these  points.” 

Again  he  says, — 

“I  am proximu-s  ardct  Ucalegoti!  [The  next  Ucalegon 
burns.}  The  good  bishop  of  London  has  excommunicated 
Mr.  Gardner  for  preaching  without  a license.  It  is  proba- 
ble the  point  will  now  be  determined  concerning  the 
Church.  For  if  we  must  either  dissent,  or  be  silent,  actum 
est ! [It  is  done.]  We  have  no  time  to  trifle  !” 

From  all  this  it  is  evident  that  had  the  Methodists  been 
forcibly  separated  from  the  national  Establishment,  they 
would  under  Mr.  Wesley’s  authority  and  advice  have  or- 
ganized themselves  into  an  independent  church.  Knowing 
this  right  well,  their  opponents  did  not  see  proper  to  pro- 
ceed to  extremities. 

A distinction  should  be  made  here  between  not  separat- 
ing formally  and  voluntarily  from  the  Church,  and  con- 
formity to  the  usages  of  the  Church.  While  Mr.  Wesley 
steadily  denied  the  fact  of  separation,  he  still  confesses  he 
had  “ varied  in  some  respects,  though  not  from  the  doc- 
trines, yet  from  the  discipline  of  the  Church  of  England.” 
See  Works,  vol.  vii,  p.  313.  And  to  the  query,  whether  it 
was  not  possible  that  there  would  be  a separation  after  he 
should  be  dead,  Mr.  Wesley  answers  : “ Undoubtedly  it  is. 
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But  what  I said  at  the  first  conference,  forty  years  ago,  I 
say  still,  I dare  not  omit  doing  what  good  I can  while  I live , 
for  fear  of  evils  that  may  follow  when  I am  dead.” — lb., 
p.  315. 

The  following  “thoughts  on  separation  from  the  Church,” 
will  present  the  case  with  sufficient  clearness  : — 

“ My  Dear  Friend, — The  question  properly  refers 
(when  we  speak  of  a separation  from  the  Church)  to  a total 
and  immediate  separation.  Such  was  that  of  Mr.  Ingham's 
people  first,  and  afterward  that  of  Lady  Huntingdon’s  ; 
who  all  agreed  to  form  themselves  into  a separate  body 
without  delay,  to  go  to  church  no  more,  and  to  have  no 
more  connection  with  the  Church  of  England  than  with  the 
Church  of  Rome. 

“ Such  a separation  I have  always  declared  against ; and 
certainly  it  will  not  take  place  (if  ever  it  does)  while  I 
live.  But  a kind  of  separation  has  already  taken  place, 
and  will  inevitably  spread,  though  by  slow  degrees.  Those 
ministers,  so  called,  who  neither  live  nor  preach  the  gos- 
pel, I dare  not  say  are  sent  of  God.  When  one  of  these 
is  settled,  many  of  the  Methodists  dare  not  attend  his 
ministry  ; so,  if  there  be  no  other  church  in  that  neighbour- 
hood, they  go  to  church  no  more.  This  is  the  case  in  a 
few  places  already,  and  it  will  be  the  case  in  more  ; and  no 
one  can  justly  blame  me  for  this,  neither  is  it  contrary  to 
any  of  my  professions.  John  Wesley.” 

But  the  whole  of  this  is  applicable  only  to  the  Methodist 
connection  in  Great  Britain.  As  to  America,  Mr.  Wesley 
had  provided,  as  we  have  seen,  that  the  societies  should 
remain  separate  from  the  Church  of  England.  He  says, 
“As  our  American  brethren  are  now  totally  disentangled, 
both  from  the  state  and  the  English  hierarchy,  we  dare  not 
entangle  them  "again,  either  with  the  one  or  the  other. 
They  are  now  at  full  liberty,  simply  to  follow  the  Scrip- 
tures and  the  primitive  church.  And  we  judge  it  best  that 
they  should  stand  fast  in  that  liberty  wherewith  God  has  so 
strangely  made  them  free.”  These  are  the  viewsof  Mr.  Wes- 
ley, with  regard  to  our  relation  to  “ the  English  hierarchy,” 
and  with  such  views  to  talk  of  our  separating  from  the 
Church  of  England  is  altogether  absurd.  We  could  not 
separate  from  what  we  were  not  in  connection  with.  And 
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certainly  we  never  separated  from  the  Protestant  Episco- 
pal Church,  for  that  church  came  into  being  after  the  com- 
plete organization  of  the  Methodist  Episcopal  Church 
under  Mr.  Wesley’s  directions. 

The  “ remarks”  under  this  head  close  with  a most  un- 
accountable and  singular  statement.  It  is  this  : — “ And 
when  Wesley  died,  and  went  away  to  the  invisible  world, 
he  did  not  leave,  neither  was  there  known  such  a thing  on 
the  earth  as  a Methodist  Church.” 

I can  conceive  of  but  two  senses  in  which  this  state- 
ment can  be  understood ; and  one  of  these  only  is  the  pro- 
bable sense'designed  to  be  expressed.  The  least  proba- 
ble, or  perhaps  I should  say,  the  improbable  sense,  is  that 
there  was  not  “ a Methodist  Church”  “ on  the  earth”  “ when 
Mr.  Wesley  died,”  in  the  sense  in  which  there  is  now  no 
such  thing ; that  is,  the  Methodist  Church  is  not  a true 
church,  and  therefore  no  such  thing  as  “ a Methodist 
Church,”  in  the  proper  sense,  existed,  “ when  Mr.  Wesley 
died.”  This  would  be  saying  just  nothing.  I might  with 
as  much  propriety  say  there  was  no  such  thing  known  on 
the  earth  as  the  philosopher’s  stone  “when  Mr.  Wesley 
died.”  This  would  be  nonsense  ; and  as  it  is  not  probable 
“the  publishers”  of  the  said  Tract  would  sanction  such  an 
instance  of  folly,  whatever  the  writer  might  have  done, 
we  can  scarcely  suppose  this  to  be  the  sense. 

The  next  and  only  sense  in  which  the  statement  can  be 
understood,  is  that  no  organization  claiming  to  be  “ a Me- 
thodist Church”  had  an  existence  “when  Wesley  died.” 
This  the  author  of  the  Tract  knew  to  be  false.  He  had 
the  documents  before  him  which  show  that  the  M.  E. 
Church  in  the  United  States  was  organized  in  1784,  and 
that  Mr.  Wesley  died  in  1791.  Now,  what  do  “the  pub- 
lishers,” and  the  reverend  bishops  and  clergy  say  to  such 
a palpable  falsehood  1 Will  they  any  longer  endorse  it  by 
circulating  this  Tract? 

It  will  have  been  observed  that  upon  the  character  of 
Mr.  Wesley’s  proceedings  the  Tract  takes  new  ground. 
The  old  position  was,  that  W'esley  was  a schismatic — 
that  his  course  was  utterly  irregular,  and  inimical  to  the 
interests  of  the  Church — and  that  he  was  in  fact,  if  not  in 
form,  a dissenter  of  the  highest  grade.  But  now,  lo ! 
this  great  renegade  and  leveller  becomes  a true  reformer,  a 
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dutiful  son  of  the  Church,  wishing  only  to  help  on  the  great 
work  of  enlarging  the  borders,  and  adding  to  the  true  glory 
of  the  national  Establishment ; and  the  Methodists  who  are 
not  now  in  connection  with  the  Church,  have  forsaken 
Wesley.  Now  perhaps  we  ought  to  be  thankful  for  any 
concessions  on  the  part  of  our  opponents  in  favour  of  Mr. 
Wesley,  but  we  are  not  at  the  same  time  desirous  that 
they  should  mistake  facts,  and  elevate  our  founder  at  the 
expense  of  truth. 

If  a mere  presbyter  can  be  a good  Churchman,  and 
preach  in  the  streets  ; and  administer  the  ordinances  in 
unconsecrated  houses ; and  organize  societies ; and  in- 
stitute a ministry — ordaining  such  persons  as  he  thinks 
proper  for  the  work — and  authorizing  them  to  administer 
the  sacraments  ; and  claim  to  be  “ a Scriptural  bishop 
and  declare  the  apostolical  succession  “ a fable  and  be 
the  founder  of  a sect ; and  totally  disregard  several  of  the 
usages  of  the  Church  ; and  only  pay  civil  obedience  to  the 
bishops;  why  then  Mr.  Wesley  was  a good  Churchman. 
And  if  he  was  a good  Churchman,  the  very  worst  of  us 
might  hope  to  be  acknowledged  in  that  character. 

I come  finally  to  the  “ conclusion”  of  this  strange  pro- 
duction. The  author  thinks  the  case  proposed  has  been 
made  out, — “ Wesley  being  the  witness  : 1.  That  Method- 
ism is  not  a church.  2.  That  it  has-  no  ministry.  3. 
That  it  has  no  sacraments,  or  divine  warrant.” 

On  the  contrary,  I doubt  not  that  the  reader  who  looks 
with  any  attention  into  the  merits  of  the  question  discussed 
in  the  Tract,  will  conclude  that  the  author  of  that  produc- 
tion has  rather  “made  out”  himself  any  thing  but  an  en- 
lightened and  candid  disputant  : that  he  has  not  offered 
any  thing,  which,  properly  understood,  gives  the  least  sup- 
port to  his  preposterous  conclusions. 

“ Were  they,”  (the  Methodists,)  “ a church?  If  they 
were,”  says  he,  “ then  may  the  Abolition  Society- 
Moral  Reform  Society- — -Temperance  Society,  become  a 
church.” 

What  parallel  is  there  between  these  societies  and  the 
Methodist  Church?  Will  they  answer  to  the  description 
given  of  a church  in  the  nineteenth  article  of  the  Church  of 
England,  as  well  as  the  Methodist  Episcopal  Church  ? 
Are  they  “ a congregation  of  faithful  men,  in  which  the 
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pure  word  of  God  is  preached,  and  the  sacraments  duly 
administered  ?”  What  an  obtuseness  of  vision  is  here 
betrayed ! But  I must  not  enlarge  on  such  miserable 
flourishes. 

As  the  writer  proceeds  in  his  closing  up,  he  becomes 
warm.  He  had  previously  argued,  now  he  declaims 
— becomes  vehement,  and  stuns  our  ears  with  the  most 
impassioned  exclamations  : — 

“ Can  one  believe  it  ? Can  one  trust  his  religious  in- 
terests— his  interests,  that  when  once  moulded  are  to  be 
unchanged  through  eternity — to  be  moulded  and  formed  by 
such  human  inventions  V’ 

The  poor  man  is  in  deep  distress,  no  doubt ; but  there  is  no 
help  for  him.  Methodism  is  no  more  a human  invention 
than  is  Churcliism.  Both  are  in  a certain  sense,  and  in 
the  same  sense,  “ human  inventions.”  They  are  forms  of 
Christianity,  which,  in  some  of  their  circumstances,  are 
adjusted  by  human  wisdom  under  general  laws.  Let  our 
Church  opponents  tell  us  what  divine  warrant  they  have 
for  their  episcopacy,  and  for  the  whole  apparatus  of  their 
Liturgy  ? A bishop  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church 
gravely  tells  us  that  the  whole  Prayer  Book,  just  as  it  is, 
constitutes  “ the  faith  once  delivered  to  the  saints.”  And 
our  anonymous  assailant  in  the  Tract  prates  about  “ di- 
vine warrant,”  just  as  though  the  constitution  and  govern- 
ment, and  forms  of  worship  of  the  P.  E.  Church,  came 
right  down  from  heaven  just  as  they  are  ! But  the  bishop 
of  New- Jersey,  and  the  author  of  Tract  No.  4,  if  they  be 
different  persons,  (and  I suppose  they  are,)  will  have  to 
preach  their  infinitely  absurd  dogmas  a long  time  before 
they  will  make  one  sensible  convert. 

But  this  Tract  makes  out  the  Methodists  wicked,  as  well  as 
stupid.  In  the  “ conclusion,”  Wesley  is  represented  as  in 
heaven,  “ bearing  witness  against  the  present  pretensions 
of  Methodism,  and  his  voice”  as  “still  consistently  declaring 
these  pretensions  rebellion  against  God!”  Again  it  is 
said,  “ they  have  made  Wesley  their  unqualified  opponent ; 
and  sinned  against  God.”  All  that  can  be  consist- 
ently said  in  reply  to  this  grave  charge  is,  that  the  ipse 
dixit  of  Churchmen  is  not,  with  the  Methodists,  the  infal- 
lible standard  of  faith  and  practice.  We  choose  rather  to 
appeal  from  this  their  decision  to  the  Bible,  and  to  plain 
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historical  facts.  If  from  these  we  are  convicted  of  “ re- 
bellion against  God,”  then  let  us  be  to  all  Christian 
churches  as  heathen  men  and  publicans.  But  the  charges, 
under  the  circumstances,  are  the  perfection  of  popish 
arrogance  and  exclusiveness.  But  for  the  proof,  the 
Tract  does  indeed  present  us  with  nearly  a page  of  Scrip- 
ture references  upon  the  doctrine  of  Christian  unity  These 
are  called  “startling  notes  against  separation.”  These 
passages  all  speak  of  the  unity  which  should  subsist  in  the 
Church,  among  its  own  members.  But  according  to  the 
Tract,  the  Methodists  constitute  no  part  of  the  Church. 
They  have  yet  to  be  converted,  and  the  appropriate  mes- 
sage to  them,  in  common  with  other  sinners,  is,  “Repent 
ye,  and  believe  the  gospel.”  But  as  for  those  instructions 
which  are  given  for  the  edification  of  “ the  Church,”  the 
poor  outcast  Methodists  have  no  interest  whatever  in 
them. 

But  let  us  survey  this  ground  a little  more  minutely. 
The  Scripture  proofs  of  our  wicked  schism  are  thus  pre- 
sented : — 

“ Modern  Methodists  separated  from  the  Church  and 
from  original  Methodism  ; they  have  made  Wesley  their 
unqualified  opponent ; and  they  sinned  against  God. 

“ Proofs  of  the  last  declaration  are  found  in  the  startling 
notes  against  separation,  which  abound  in  the  Scriptures. 
Take  the  case  of  Korah,  in  whose  position,  according  to 
the  testimony  of  Wesley,  the  Methodists  now  stand.  Then 
see  what  the  Saviour  himself  says  : ‘ There  shall  be  one 
fold  and  one  Shepherd,’  John  x,  16.  ‘ Holy  Father,  keep 

through  thine  own  name  those  whom  thou  hast  given  me, 
that  they  may  be  one,  as  we  are,’  John  xvii,  11.  And 
what  the  primitive  Christians  exhibited:  ‘And  the  multi- 
tude of  them  that  believed  were  of  one  heart  and  one  soul,’ 
Acts  iv,  32.  And  what  the  Spirit  by  St.  Paul  directs  : ‘I 
beseech  you,  brethren,  by  the  name  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ,  that  ye  all  speak  the  same  thing,  and  that  there  be 
no  divisions  among  you ; but  that  ye  be  perfectly  joined 
together  in  the  same  mind,  and  in  the  same  judgment,’ 
1 Cor.  i,  10.  And  what  a divided  state  makes  the  Holy 
Spirit,  declare  : ‘Ye  are  yet  carnal : for  whereas  there  is 
among  you  envying  and  strife  and  divisions,’  1 Cor.  iii,  3. 
And  the  design  God  had  in  framing  the  church  • 1 That 
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there  should  be  no  schism  in  the  body,’  1 Cor.  xii,  25. 
And  then  mark  the  solemn  adjurations : 1 If  there  be 
therefore  any  consolation  in  Christ,  if  any  comfort  of  love, 
if  any  fellowship  of  the  Spirit,  if  any  bowels  and  mercies, 
fulfil  ye  my  joy,  that  ye  be  like-minded,  having  the  same 
love,  being  of  one  accord,  of  one  mind,’  Phil,  ii,  1,  2.  And 
that  pointed  direction : ‘ Now  I beseech  you,  brethren, 
mark  them  which  cause  divisions  and  offences,  contrary 
to  the  doctrine  which  ye  have  learned ; and  avoid  them. 
For  they  that  are  such  serve  not  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,’ 
i Rom.  xvi,  17,  18.  And  last,  the  fearful  assertion  of  the 
Spirit  by  St.  Jude  : ‘ These  be  they  who  separate  them- 
selves, sensual,  having  not  the  Spirit,’  Jude  19.” 

Before  I proceed  to  consider  whether  these  passages 
prove  any  thing  to  the  point,  I would  observe  that,  as  to 
“ modern  Methodists”  having  “ separated  from  original 
Methodism,”  I suppose  after  the  evidence  presented  in  the 
preceding  pages  touching  the  matter,  nothing  further  need 
be  said.  We  have  not  “ separated  from  original  Method- 
ism.” Nor,  indeed,  have  we  “ separated  from  the 
Church.”  The  allegation,  in  both  its  parts,  is  totally 
false  and  unjust.  But  could  both  counts  of  this  terrible 
indictment  be  proved,  it  would  still  remain  to  be  shown 
that  wTe  are  condemned  by  the  “ startling  notes”  with 
which  wre  are  here  presented.  It  is  one  thing  to  aggre- 
gate together  a mass  of  passages  from  the  Bible  in  a cer- 
i tain  category,  and  another  to  make  them  suit  the  purpose 
for  which  they  are  adduced. 

Let  the  reader  review  the  list  of  passages  with  which 
we  are  here  met,  and  he  will  be  able  to  judge  for  himself 
whether  they  convict  the  Methodists  of  heresy  or  schism. 
John  x,  16  ; John  xvii,  11  ; Acts  iv,  32  ; 1 Cor.  i,  10  ; and 
j Phil,  ii,  1,  2,  speak  of  union  in  the  church  among  its  mem- 
1 bers  ; and  1 Cor.  iii,  3 ; xii,  25,  speak  of  internal  divisions 
— discords  among  the  members  of  the  church.  Here 
: occurs  the  word  schism,  which  is  used  by  Churchmen  and 
Romanists  as  though  it  had  been  employed  in  the  word 
of  God  for  their  special  benefit. 

“ The  ever  memorable  Mr.  John  Hales,”  in  an  inge- 
nious tract  upon  this  subject,  says,: — 

“ Heresy  and  schism,  as  they  are  in  common  use,  are 
two  theological  nop/ hoc,  or  scare-crows,  which  they  who 
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uphold  a party  in  religion,  use  to  fright  away  such,  as 
making  inquiry  into  it,  are  ready  to  relinquish  and  oppose 
it,  if  it  appear  either  erroneous  or  suspicious.  For  as 
Plutarch  reports  of  a painter,  who  having  unskilfully 
painted  a cock,  chased  away  all  cocks  and  hens,  that  so 
the  imperfection  of  his  art  might  not  appear  by  comparison 
with  nature  ; so  men  willing  for  ends  to  admit  of  no  fancy 
but  their  own,  endeavour  to  hinder  an  inquiry  into  it  by 
way  of  comparison  of  somewhat  with  it,  peradventure 
truer,  that  so  the  deformity  of  their  own  might  not  appear. 

“ Schism,  I say,  upon  the  very  sound  of  the  word  im- 
ports division  : division  is  not  but  where  communion  is,  or 
ought  to  be.  Now  communion  is  the  strength  and  ground 
of  all  society,  whether  sacred  or  civil:  whosoever,  there- 
fore, they  be.  that  offend  against  this  common  society  and 
friendliness  of  men,  and  cause  separation  and  breach 
among  them,  if  it  be  in  civil  occasions,  are  guilty  of 
sedition  and  rebellion  ; if  it  be  by  occasion  of  ecclesiastical 
difference,  they  are  guilty  of  schism  : so  that  schism  is  an 
ecclesiastical  sedition,  as  sedition  is  a lay-schism.  Yet 
the  great  benefit  of  communion,  notwithstanding,  in  regard 
of  divers  distempers  men  are  subject  to,  dissension  and 
disunion  are  often  necessary : for  when  either  false  or 
uncertain  conclusions  are  obtruded  for  truth,  and  acts 
either  unlawful,  or  ministering  just  scruple,  are  required  of 
us  to  be  performed ; in  these  cases,  consent  were  con- 
spiracy, and  open  contestation  is  not  faction  or  schism,  but 
due  Christian  animosity.” 

In  addition  to  the  above  bitter  pill,  I will  administer  to 
our  inflated  Churchmen  one  from  tho  shop  of  one  of  the 
greatest  doctors  of  the  Reformation,  and  one  who,  when 
he  uttered  these  words,  was  the  boast,  and  glory  of  tho 
Church  of  England.  Thus  saith  “ John  Jewell,  bishop  of 
Sarum  — 

“ St.  Jerome  saith  unto  Marcus  : ‘ I am  heretike  : what 
is  that  to  thee  ? Hold  your  peace  : ye  have  told  your 
tale.’  By  like  right  Christ  himself,  by  certain  of  your 
ancient  fathers,  was  called  a Samaritan,  a deceiver  of  the 
people,  and  an  heretike.  And,  if  it  may  please  you, 
soberly  and  advisedly  to  consider  the  matter,  ye  shall 
find  throughout  the  whole  body  of  the  Scriptures,  that  no 
people  were  ever  so  great  crakes  of  the  Church,  as  they 
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that  were  the  deadly  enemies  of  the  Church:  nor  none 
were  so  ready  to  condemn  others  of  heresie,  as  they  that 
indeed  were  themselves  the  greatest  heretikesP — De- 
fence, p.  554. 

The  learned  Dr.  Owen,  upon  the  Scripture  use  of  the  term 
schism,  lays  down  the  following  unassailable  propositions  : 

“ Some  things  there  are,  which  upon  what  hath  been 
spoken,  I shall  assume  and  suppose  as  granted  in  Thesi, 
until  I see  them  otherwise  disproved,  then  as  yet  I have 
done.  Of  these  the  first  is,  That  the  departing  or  seces- 
sion of  any  man  or  men,  from  any  particular  church,  as  to 
that  communion,  which  is  peculiar  to  such  a church,  which 
he  or  they  have  had  therewith,  is  nowhere  called  schisme, 
nor  is  so  in  the  nature  of  the  thing  itselfe,  (as  the  generall 
signification  of  the  word  is  restrained  by  its  Scripture  use,) 
but  is  a thing  to  be  judged,  and  receive  a title  according 
to  the  causes  and  circumstances  of  it. 

“ 2.  One  churches  refusing  to  hold  that  communion  with 
another,  which  ought  to  be  between  them,  is  not  schisme 
properly  so  called. 

“ 3.  The  departure  of  any  man  or  men,  from  the  society 
or  communion  of  any  church  whatever,  so  it  be  done 
without  strife,  variance,  judging,  and  condemning  of  others, 
because  according  to  the  light  of  their  consciences,  they 
cannot  in  all  things  in  them  worship  God  according  to  his 
minde,  cannot  be  rendered  evill  but  from  circumstances 
taken  from  the  persons  so  doing,  or  the  way  and  manner, 
whereby  and  wherein  they  doe  it. 

“ Unto  these  I adde,  that  if  any  one  can  show  and 
evince  that  we  have  departed  from,  and  left  the  communion 
of  any  particular  church  of  Christ,  with  which  we  ought 
to  walke  according  to  the  order  above  mentioned,  or  have 
disturbed  and  broken  the  order  and  union  of  Christ’s  in- 
stitution, wherein  we  are  or  were  inwrapped,  we  put  our- 
selves on  the  mercy  of  our  judges.” — True  Nature  of 
Schism,  chap,  vii,  sec.  24—27. 

If  these  positions  can  be  maintained,  and  of  their 
truth  there  can  be  no  reasonable  doubt,  then  Churchmen 
and  Romanists  always  wrest  this  term  schism  from  its 
original  meaning.  As  Mr.  Wesley  is  becoming  so  great 
a favourite  with  Churchmen,  I suppose  I may  here  quote 
his  language.  He  says, — 
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“ How  Favorinus  and  many  more  may  define  both 
heresy  and  schism,  I am  not  concerned  to  know.  I well 
know,  heresy  is  vulgarly  defined,  ‘ a false  opinion,  touching 
some  necessary  article  of  faith  ;’  and  schism,  ‘ a causeless 
separation  from  a true  church.’  But  I keep  to  my  Bible, 
as  our  Church  in  her  Sixth  Article  teaches  me  to  do. 
Therefore,  I cannot  take  schism  for  a separation  from  a 
church,  true  or  false  ; because  I cannot  find  it  is  ever  so 
taken  in  Scripture,  The  first,  time  I read  the  term  there, 
is  1 Cor.  i : I meet  with  it  again,  chap,  xi,  18.  But  it  is 
plain,  by  schisms  in  both  places  is  meant,  not  any  sepa- 
ration from  the  church,  but  uncharitable  divisions  in  it. 
For  the  Corinthians  continued  to  be  one  church;  and, 
notwithstanding  all  their  strife  and  contention,  there  was 
no  separation  of  any  one  party  from  the  rest,  with  regard 
to  external  communion.  It  is  in  the  same  sense  the  word 
is  used  chap,  xii,  25.  And  these  are  the  only  places  in 
the  New  Testament  where  it  occurs.  Therefore,  the  in- 
dulging any  unkind  temper  toward  our  fellow  Christians  is 
the  true  Scriptural  schism.” 

Again, — 

“ I ask  once  more,  What  do  you  mean  by  schism  ? 
‘ Schism  ! schism  ! why,  it  is  separating  from  the  Church.’ 
Ay,  so  it  is.  And  yet  every  separating  from  the  Church 
to  which  we  once  belonged  is  not  schism  ; else  you  will 
make  all  the  English  to  be  schismatics,  by  separating 
from  the  Church  of  Rome.  ‘ But  we  had  just  cause.’ 
So  doubtless  we  had ; whereas  schism  is  a causeless 
separation  from  the  church  of  Christ.  So  far  so  good. 
But  you  have  many  steps  to  take,  before  you  can  make 
good  that  conclusion,  that  a separation  from  a particular 
national  church,  such  as  the  Church  of  England  is,  whe- 
ther with  sufficient  cause  or  without,  comes  under  the 
Scriptural  notion  of  schism.”* 

Now  let  it  be  observed,  first,  that  we  here  bring  against 
these  men  their  own  witness,  the  Rev.  John  Wesley. 
And,  secondly , that,  according  to  the  Scriptural  application 
of  the  term  schism,  Romanists  and  Churchmen  are  the 
greatest  schismatics  in  the  world,  for  they  are  incessantly 
at  war  among  themselves.  And,  thirdly,  that  though  to 

* See  Works,  vol.  vii,  p.  286  ; v,  p.  167.  For  a more  extended  view 
of  this  subject,  see  Sermon  lxxxvi,  vol.  ii,  p 161 
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separate  from  a church  without  sufficient  cause  is  wrong, 
yet  it  is  not  in  the  New  Testament  called  schism.  And, 
fourthly,  if  cause  had  been  sought  for  a separation  from 
the  Church  of  England,  reasons  enough,  good  and  suffi- 
cient, had  not  been  wanting.  But,  finally,  the  Methodists 
never  separated  from  the  Church  of  England.  In  England 
all  of  them  who  were  ever  members  of  the  national 
Church,  remained  so ; and  those  who  were  not,  could 
not,  of  course,  separate.  And  in  America  the  Methodists 
never  constituted  a part  of  the  Church  of  England,  much 
less  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church;  and  I surely  need 
not  attempt  to  prove  that  they  have  not  separated  from  a 
body  with  whom  they  never  held  any  ecclesiastical  con- 
nection. If,  then,  it  were  to  be  allowed  that  schism  con- 
sists in  a causeless  separation  from  a church  duly  constituted, 
the  Methodists  are  not,  upon  any  principles  of  justice  or 
legitimate  reasoning,  liable  to  the  charge  of  schism.  But 
it  is  always  safest  to  adhere  to  the  Scriptural  use  of  terms. 
And  especially  when  a Scriptural  term  is  wrested  from  its 
original  and  proper  sense  for  sectarian  purposes,  and  is 
made  an  instrument  of  assault  upon  the  character  and 
feelings  of  large  and  respectable  Christian  communities,  it 
is  time  to  recur  to  its  original  sense.  Upon  this  point 
Dr.  Owen  remarks, — 

“ In  all  differences  about  religion  to  drive  them  to  their 
rise  and  spring,  and  to  consider  them  as  stated  originally, 
will  ease  us  of  much  trouble  and  labour.  Perhaps  many 
of  them  will  not  appeare  so  formidable  as  they  are  repre- 
sented. He  that  sees  a great  river,  is  not  instantly  to 
conclude  that  all  the  water  in  it  comes  from  its  first  rise 
and  spring ; the  addition  of  many  brookes,  showres,  and 
landfloods,  have  perhaps  swelled  it  to  the  condition  wherein 
it  is  : every  difference  in  religion  is  not  to  be  thought  to 
be  as  big  as  its  rise,  as  it  appears  to  be  when  it  hath  passed 
through  many  generations,  and  hath  received  additions  and 
aggravations  from  the  disputings  and  contendings  of  men, 
on  the  one  hand,  and  the  other,  ingaged.  What  a flood 
of  abominations  doth  this  businesse  of  schisme  seem  to 
be,  as  rolling  down  to  us  through  the  writings  of  Cyprian, 
Austin,  and  Optatus  of  old : the  schoolemen,  decrees  of 
popish  councells,  with  the  contrivances  of  some,  among 
ourselves,  concerned  to  keep  up  the  swelled  notion  of  it ' 
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Goe  to  its  rise,  and  you  will  find  it  to  be,  though  bad 
enough,  yet  quite  another  thing,  then  what  by  the  pre- 
judices accrewing  by  the  addition  of  so  many  generations, 
it  is  now  generally  represented  to  be.  The  great  maxime, 
To  the  law  and  to  the  testimonie,  truly  improved,  would 
quickly  cure  all  our  distempers  : in  the  mean  time,  let  us 
blesse  God,  that  though  our  outward  man  may  possibly  be 
disposed  of,  according  to  the  apprehension  that  others  have 
of  what  we  doe,  or  are,  our  consciences  are  concerned 
only  in  what  he  hath  appointed.  How  .some  men  may 
prevaile  against  us,  before  whom  we  must  stand  or  fall 
according  to  their  corrupt  notion  of  schisme,  we  know  not: 
the  rule  of  our  consciences,  in  this,  as  in  all  other  things, 
is  eternall  and  unchangable.  While  I have  an  uncon- 
trolable  faithfull  witnesse,  that  I transgresse  no  limits  pre- 
scribed to  me  in  the  word,  that  I doe  not  willingly  break, 
or  dissolve  any  unity  of  the  institution  of  Jesus  Christ,  my 
minde  as  to  this  thing  is  filled  with  perfect  peace.  Blessed 
be.  God,  that  hath  reserved  the  sole  sovereignty  of  our 
consciences  in  his  hand,  and  not  in  the  least  parcelled  it 
out  to  any  of  the  sons  of  men,  whose  tender  mercies  being 
oftentimes  cruelty  itselfe,  they  would  perhaps  destroy  the 
soule  also,  when  they  doe  so  to  the  body,  seeing  that  they 
stay  there,  as  our  Saviour  witnesseth,  because  they  can 
proceed  no  further ; here,  then,  I professe  to  rest ; in  this 
doth  my  conscience  acquiesce  : while  I have  any  comfort- 
able perswasion,  on  grounds  infallible,  that  I hold  the  head, 
and  that  I am  by  faith  a member  of  the  mysticall  body  of 
Christ,  while  I make  profession  of  all  the  necessary  saving 
truths  of  the  gospell,  while  I disturbe  not  the  peace  of  that 
particular  Church,  whereof,  by  my  own  consent,  I am  a 
member,  nor  doe  raise  up,  nor  continue  in  any  causeless 
difference  with  them,  or  any  of  them,  with  whom  I wallce 
in  the  fellowship  and  order  of  the  gospell,  while  I labour 
to  exercise  faith  toward  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  love 
toward  all  the  saints,  I doe  keep  the  unity,  which  is  of 
the  appointment  of  Christ ; and  let  men  say,  from  prin- 
ciples utterly  foraigne  to  the  gospell,  what  they  please,  or 
can,  to  the  contrary,  I am  no  schismatick.” — True  Nature 
of  Schism,  chap,  viii,  sec.  66. 

The  next  passage  presented  to  convict  the  “modern 
Methodists”  of  wicked  “ Separation,”  is  Rom.  xvi,  17,  18, 
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“ Now,  I beseech  you,  brethren,  mark  them  whicli  cause 
divisions  and  offences  contrary  to  the  doctrine  which  ye 
have  learned ; and  avoid  them.  For  they  that  are  such 
serve  not  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ.”  How  our  learned 
opponents  could  ever  have  stumbled  upon  this  passage  as 
appropriate  to-  their  purpose,  is  to  me  a profound  mystery. 
The  “ pointed  direction”  which  it  contains  relates  to  those 
who  “ cause  divisions  and  offences,”  not  at  all  to  those 
who  quietly  separate  from  such  as  in  their  doctrine  and 
practice  have  left  the  true  foundation,  and  so  rendered 
themselves  dangerous  associates  and  unworthy  of  confi- 
dence. And  who  are  they  who  “ cause  divisions  and 
offences All  those  in  the  Church  who  teach,  as  articles 
of  faith,  their  own  conceits,  or  the  traditions  of  men,  and 
who  impose  ceremonies  of  merely  human  invention,  and 
make  them  necessary  to  salvation  or  to  membership  in  the 
Church.  And  who  have  been  more  guilty  of  these  than 
Romanists  and  Churchmen  ? What  Chillingworth  says 
of  the  former  is  applicable  to  both.  This  great  defender 
of  Protestantism  says, — 

“ This  presumptuous  imposing  of  the  senses  of  men  upon 
the  words  of  God,  the  special  senses  of  men  upon  the 
general  words  of  God,  and  laying  them  upon  men’s  con- 
sciences together,  under  the  equal  penalty  of  death  and 
damnation;  this  vain  conceit  that  we  can  speak  of  the 
things  of  God,  better  than  in  the  words  of  God  : thus 
deifying  our  own  interpretations,  and  tyrannous  enforcing 
them  upon  others  : this  restraining  of  the  word  of  God 
; from  that  latitude  and  generality,  and  the  understandings 
of  men  from  that  liberty,  wherein  Christ  and  the  apostles 
left  them,  is,  and  hath  been,  the  only  fountain  of  all  the 
schisms  of  the  church,  and  that  which  makes  them  im- 
mortal ; the  common  incendiary  of  Christendom,  and  that 
which  (as  I said  before)  tears  into  pieces,  not  the  coat, 
but  the  bowels  and  members  of  Christ.”* 

We  throw  back,  then,  the  charge  of  “ causing  divisions 
and  offences”  upon  our  opponents,  and  let  them  consider 
1 that  the  fact,  that  their  being  justly  liable  to  this  charge, 
is  the  reason  why  we,  in  a sense,  “avoid  them.”  We 
plead  a divine  warrant,  in  this  very  passage,  for  peremp- 
torily refusing  to  unite  with  self-styled  Catholics,  being 
* See  Works,  p.  289. 
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here  required  to  “avoid”  such  as  cause  “divisions  and 
offences  contrary  to  the  doctrine  which”  we  “ have 
learned”  of  our  great  Teacher. 

Do  our  opponents  think  this  uncharitable  ? I would  say 
that  this  is  the  very  defence  which  the  fathers  of  the 
English  Church,  under  similar  circumstances,  made 
against  the  Romanists.  When  the  English  reformers 
were  charged  with  causing  “ divisions  and  offences,” 
they  hurled  back  the  charge  upon  their  accusers,  alleging, 
as  in  the  passage  just  quoted  from  Chillingworth,  that  their 
accusers  were  themselves  the  causes  of  the  schism,  and 
that  the  responsibility  was  by  no  means  to  be  devolved 
upon  them  of  a separation,  which  was  a measure  of  safety 
and  a matter  of  duty.  And  who  was  it  that  caused 
“ divisions  and  offences”  by  the  acts  of  uniformity  in 
the  reigns  of  Queen  Elizabeth  and  King  Charles  the 
Second  ? And  who  was  guilty  of  this  sin  when  the 
Methodists  were  traduced  in  all  the  pulpits  of  the 
Church  of  England,  and  charged  with  heresy  and 
schism  for  preaching  the  doctrines  of  that  Church  and 
entering  into  Scriptural  measures  for  the  revival  of  reli- 
gion ; and  when  these  same  Methodists  were  forcibly,  and 
contrary  to  the  laws  and  usages  of  the  Church,  repelled 
from  the  sacrament?  But  I must  forbear.  Had  I space 
here,  I could  give  historical  facts  which  would  not  be 
very  pleasant  to  our  assailants,  and  I am  sure  would  not 
by  them  be  very  satisfactorily  explained. 

In  the  last  place,  I come  to  what  is  called  in  the  Tract, 
“ the  fearful  assertion  of  the  Spirit  by  St.  Jude,  ‘ These  be 
they  who  separate  themselves,  sensual,  having  not  the 
Spirit,’  Jude  19.” 

This  passage  refers  wholly  to  licentious  apostates,  and 
not  at  all  to  those  who  merely  leave  the  communion  of  the 
church  either  with  or  without  cause.  And  in  this  con- 
struction I am  fully  sustained  by  “ the  judicious  Hooker,” 
the  oracle  of  Churchmen.  He  says, — 

“ If  they  willingly  cast  off,  and  utterly  forsake  both 
profession  of  Christ  and  communion  with  Christians, 
taking  their  leave  of  all  religion,  this  is  to  separate  them- 
selves by  plain  apostacy.  And  St.  Jude,  to  express  the 
manner  of  their  departure  which  by  apostacy  fell  away 
from  the  faith  of  Christ,  saith,  ‘They  separated  them- 
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selves noting  thereby,  that  it  was  not  constraint  of 
ithers,  which  forced  them  to  depart ; it  was  not  infirmity 
ind  weakness  in  themselves  ; it  was  not  fear  of  persecu* 
ion  to  come  upon  them,  whereat  their  hearts  did  fail ; it 
was  not  grief  of  torments,  whereof  they  had  tasted,  and 
llvere  not  able  any  longer  to  endure  them  : no,  they  volun- 
avily  did  separate  themselves  with  a fully-settled  and 
iltogether-determined  purpose,  never  to  name  the  Lord 
Jesus  any  more,  nor  to  have  any  fellowship  with  his 
saints,  but  to  bend  all  their  counsel,  and  all  their  strength, 
:o  raze  out  their  memorial  from  among  them.”* 

I now  leave  with  the  reader  this  “ startling”  text  and 
the  commentary  upon  it  by  a good  Churchman,  hoping  that 
aur  opponents  will  either  show  the  construction  erroneous, 
ar  cease  to  use  the  text  in  a way  which  goes  to  accuse  us 
not  so  much  of  schism  as  of  open  apostacy  from  the  faith 
and  practice  of  Christianity. 

And  let  the  intelligent  reader  judge  whether  any  of  the 
scriptures  adduced  convict  the  Methodists,  “ ancient”  or 
modern,”  of  a violation  of  any  divinely  authenticated  note 
of  true  Christian  union , or  whether  indeed  our  opponents 
themselves  are  not  directly  implicated  in  these  “ startling 
notes  of  separation.” 

These  “ notes”  are  indeed  sufficiently  “ startling”  to 
those  communities  which  profess  to  constitute  “ the  holy 
catholic  and  apostolic  Church.”  Is  there  “ no  schism  in” 
this  “ body  1”  Where  is  “ the  Church  under  one  and  a visi- 
ble organization?"  (See  the  Introduction  to  the  Tract.) 
Churchmen  tell  us  the  Anglican,  Roman  and  Greek  church- 
es constitute  distinct  branches  of  the  Catholic  Church  ; yet 
the  Catholic  Church  is  “ one  and  a visible  organization.” 
Now  are  the  Anglican,  Roman,  and  Greek  Churches 
one  ? Are  they  united  in  a “visible  organization?” 
iNothi-ng  further  from  the  fact.  These  churches  have 
for  centuries  been  iii  a state  of  deadly  hostility  and  deter- 
mined schism.  Now  let  our  Churchmen  read  “the 
startling  notes  against  separation”  which  they  endeavour 
to  make  bear  against  us,  and  give  them  their  proper  appli- 
cation, in  the  light  of  their  theory  of  the  Church,  and  then 
look  out  for  themselves.  More  than  this : we  may  ad- 
monish Churchmen  to  look  to  the  state  of  their  own  par- 
* Eccl.  Polity,  vol.  ii.  p.  600. 
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ticular  Church,  and  then  see  with  what  consistency  they 
read  us  their  homilies  on  remaining  in  schism.  I do  not 
wish  to  injure  the  feelings  of  Churchmen  by  unnecessarily 
adverting  to  the  distractions  and  contentions  which  prevail 
among  them.  But  really  their  conduct  is  scarcely  to  be 
borne  when  they  come  to  us  with  their  “ startling  notes’* 
on  union  and  schism,  while,  in  their  own  communion, 
both  in  England  and  America,  they  are  at  open  war  among 
themselves.  Look,  for  a specimen,  to  the  “ Church  Re- 
cord” and  “ The  Churchman,”  two  Church  papers.  It 
would  seem  that  prudence  and  consistency  would  dictate 
to  them  the  propriety  of  preaching  union  to  the  members 
of  the  Church  instead  of  carrying  it  abroad  to  heathens 
and  outcasts. 

As  we  progress  in  the  conclusion,  we  find  a direct 
“appeal”  to  several  classes  of  persons,  whom,  if  possible, 
it  seems  designed  to  rally  in  opposition  to  Methodism. 
And,  “first,”  an  “appeal”  is  made  “to  those  who  have 
already  chosen  their  form  of  religion.”  Of  them  it  is  most 
solemnly  and  earnestly  demanded, — “ Can  you  counte- 
nance and  fellowship  that  as  the  church  of  God  which  is 
so  clearly  convicted  of  being  a mere  human  arrangement? 
Will  you  take  to  your  fellowship  the  Abolition  Society,  or 

the  Moral  Reform  Society,  and  call  them  churches  ? If 

you  acknowledge  one,’  why7  not  the  three.”.  Surely  “ if 

you  acknowledge  one,  why  not  the  three,”  for  they  are 

just  as  much  alike  as  the  colour  of  scarlet  is  like  the 
sound  of  a trumpet!  But  who  are  thus  addressed?  Why, 
to  be  sure,  “those  who  have  already  chosen  their  form  of 
religion,” — Churchmen,  Romanists,  Presbyterians,  Bap- 
tists, &c.,  &c.  Now  for  a grand  rally  against  the  poor 
Methodists.  The  “ appeal"  is  made  to  all  Christian  com- 
munities, and  it  is  demanded  whether  they  “ can”  “ coun- 
tenance and  fellowship”  the  Methodists  “ as  the  church 
of  God  ?”  When  our  Churchmen  shall  raise  all  these 
forces,  and  concentrate  them  against  this  “ mere  human 
arrangement,”  lo  ! it  may  be  sought,  but  shall  not  be  found. 
But  why  all  this  effort  ? One  once  said,  “ If  this  work  be 
of  man,  it  will  come  to  naught.”  He  supposed  no  formi- 
dable opposition  necessary  to  break  up  “ a mere  human 
arrangement,”  containing,  as  it  would,  the  elements  of  its 
own  dissolution.  But  our  Church  opponents  must  bring 
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I into  the  field  a motley  host.  They  must  have  much  help 
from  abroad.  Those  to  whom  they  have  never  extended 
the  courtesies  of  a church  must  come  now  to  their  aid. 
Come  on,  then,  all  sorts  and  classes,  and  help  our  true 
apostolicals  to  break  a poor  insect  upon  the  wheel ! But 
this,  even,  is  not  enough.  Hear!  hear! — 

“Appeal  shall  be  made  next  to  the  intelligent  man  of 
the  world.  Will  you  countenance  and  give  your  support 
to  that  which  its  own  founder  now  repudiates  V’  Now 
our  Church  friends,  doubtless,  want  “ the  intelligent  men 
of  the  world,”  more  especially  do  they  want  their  “ sup- 
port,” and  it  will  not  do  at  all  for  any  of  this  class  of  men 
to  “ countenance”  the  Methodists.  But  let  these  dear 
friends  of  ours  know  that  these  same  Methodists  can  get 
along  and  sustain  their  “ human  arrangement”  with  com- 
paratively little  human  “ support.”  They  are  not  easily 
to  be  starved  out.  They  love  the  souls  of  all  men,  and 
wish  to  bring  to  Christ  as  many  “ intelligent  men  of  the 
world”  as  possible,  but  if  our  kind-hearted  Churchmen 
shall  succeed  in  convincing  all  this  class  of  persons  that 
they  owe  all  their  “ support”  to  “ the  Church,”  by  God’s 
blessing  the  Methodists  can  live,  among  the  simple  poor,  as 
jlong  as  can  these  true  successors  of  the  apostles,  with  all 
[the  “ support”  they  can  gather  around  them  from  the  “ in- 
telligent men  of  the  world.”  By  this  it  must  not  be  un- 
derstood that  we  have  any  contempt  for  this  class  of  per- 
sons, or  that  we  undervalue  their  support.  We  are  grateful 
to  them,  but  more  especially  to  God,  for  their  influence 
and  their  pecuniary  aid.  Nor  have  we  any  fears  of  losing 
the  support  of  a single  “ intelligent  man,”  of  any  class,  by 
such  an  effervescence  of  puerility  and  folly  as  we  have  in 
Tract  No.  4. 

But  now,  in  the  last  place,  the  Methodist  is  addressed. 
Hear,  all  ye  Methodists,  wise  and  unwise,  gentle  and 
simple,  rich  and  poor,  old  and  young ! — 

“ And  a third  appeal  shall  be  made  to  the  Methodist ; 
let  him  for  one  serious  hour  imagine  himself  in  that 
position  where  he  is  to  stand — even  before  the  bar  of 
God.  And  let  him  go  over  in  his  mind  the  investigations 
and  direct  questionings  which  will  be  there  on  this  very 
matter.  Let  him  suppose  himself  asked  how  he  could 
put  aside  such  plain  language  of  Mr.  Wesley  as  that: — 
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“ ‘ Let  all  our  preachers  go  to  church  ; let  all  the  people 
go  constantly;  let  them  receive  the  sacrament  at  every 
opportunity.  Warn  all  against  despising  the  prayers  of 
the  Church  ; against  calling  our  society  a church  ; against 
calling  our  preachers  ministers.’ 

“ And  then  let  him  suppose  the  voice  from  the  throne 
to  continue  : — 

“ ‘ How  couldst  thou  separate  and  make  other  organiza- 
tion when  there  was  before  thee  added  to  all  this  my  word, 
“ Be  perfectly  joined  together  in  the  same  mind  and  in  the 
same  judgment  1”  ’ 

“ The  Methodist  is  asked  now,  How  will  you  answer  ? 
how  can  you  answer?  If  you  be  a layman,  you  cannot 
hang  upon  your  preacher,  nor  upon  your  society,  nor  upon 
your  neighbourhood.  Let  them  do  as  they  please,  you 
must  stand  or  fall  by  yourself.” 

The  whole  a solemn  farce  ! I once  heard  a Romish 
priest  most  solemnly  appeal  to  the  final  reckoning,  and 
represent  his  people  as  all  there  arraigned  for  the  final 
examination  ; and  after  he  had  exhausted  the  stores  of  his 
eloquence  in  painting  the  scene,  he  apprized  them  that 
then  and  there  sensual  Catholics  would  be  condemned  for 
eating  flesh  on  Friday ! And  here  we  are  apprized  that 
“ the  Methodist,”  when  arraigned  “ before  the  bar  of  God,” 
will  be  questioned  “on  this  very  matter,”  of  declining  to 
unite  with  the  sect  of  Churchmen ! And  it  is  asked  most 
earnestly,  “ How  can  you  answer  ?”  Dear  sir,  if  you  are 
to  be  our  judge,  why,  then,  we  know  not  what  we  “ can 
answer,”  nor  what  will  become  of  us.  But  as  we  are  sure 
this  will  not  be  the  case,  and  as  we  have  learned  to  dis- 
tinguish between  your  traditions  and  the  blessed  word  of 
God,  we  fear  not  being  charged  at  the  bar  of  God  with 
disrespect  for  the  latter  because  we  have  refused  to  bow 
to  the  former. 

Now  for  “ two  closing  remarks,”  and  then  I §hall  have 
done.  “ It  is  asked — If  Methodism  be  so  wrong,  how  has 
it  been  favoured  with  so  great  success  ? And  the  reply  is — 
It  has  not  had  so  great  success  as  Mohammedanism  ; and  if 
success  be  a proof  of  correctness,  Mohammedanism  ha3 
surpassed  Methodism  and  is  therefore  belter.  But  no,  no  ; 
success  is  no  proof  of  correctness.”  In  all  candor  I ask 
whether  it  is  to  be  understood  by  this  that  the  success  of 
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Methodism  is  to  be  accounted  for  on  the  same  principles 
upon  which  we  account  for  the  successof  Mohammedanism? 
Is  there  any  analogy  between  the  two  systems  ? Are  the 
means  by  which  they  have  been  propagated  of  the  same 
character  ? Does  Methodism  propose  to  reward  its  votaries 
with  a sensual  paradise  ? Does  she  propagate  her  doctrines 
by  the  sword  ? 

It  would  seem  that  by  “ success”  here  is  meant  the  ac- 
quisition of  numbers.  If  this  is  what  is  intended,  it  is  truly 
said  that  “success  is  no  proof  of  correctness.”  But  if  our 
assailants  estimate  their  success  by  the  numbers  who  rally 
around  their  standard,  they  should  be  informed  that  the 
Methodists  do  not.  They  hold  their  success  to  be  in 
exact  proportion  to  the  influence  of  their  labours  upon  the 
spiritual  condition  of  the  world.  Not  to  be  reckoned  ac- 
cording to  the  numbers  who  have  theoretically  embraced 
their  system  of  doctrine  and  discipline,  but  the  numbers  con- 
verted to  God  and  made  pious  and  orderly  members  of  Christ's 
mystical  body.  And  have  we  no  valid  evidence  from  this 
source  that  the  hand  of  God  is  with  us  ? Have  the 
Methodists  been  able  to  effect  a vastly  greater  amount  of 
good  in  a state  of  schism  and  “ rebellion  against  God,” 
than  have  our  Churchmen  in  a state  of  primitive  and  apos- 
tolic unity,  and  under  the  “divine  sanction?”  This  would 
be  passing  strange. 

The  exclusionists  of  the  day  may  see  no  more  evidence 
of  divine  approbation  in  the  great  revival  of  religion, 
which,  under  the  good  hand  of  God,  has  resulted  from  the 
propagation  of  Methodism  than  is  to  be  seen  in  the  success 
of  Mohammedanism,  and  all  this  is  not  wonderful  ; for  it 
would  indeed  be  strange  if  blind  men  could  judge  of 
colours.  But  for  us,  “ our  witness  is  in  heaven  and  our 
record  on  high.”  If  we  are  doing  God’s  vyork,  and  God 
approves  of  us,  we  need  feel  little  concern  with  regard  to 
the  views  of  such  men  as  the  writer  and  the  patrons  of 
this  Tract.  By  this,  however,  it  must  not  be  understood 
that  we  feel  no  grief,  that  men  professing  Christianity 
should  so  widely  depart  from  the  principles  of  Christian 
courtesy  and  candor  as  to  institute  a comparison  between 
the  Methodists  and  Mohammedans.  But  for  this,  and  all 
their  other  wrongs,  we  leave  them  to  answer  to  their  con- 
science and  their  God. 
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“ Again,  when  it  is  asked — Well,  if  Methodism  be  not 
true,  what  has  become  of  the  thousands  who  have  died  in 
its  connection  1 no  reply  is  pretended  : the  human  mind 
cannot  tell  that.  But  it  is  answered — Let  those  who  are 
living,  see  to  themselves!  As,  if  it  should  be  asked — • 
Well,  if  Christianity  be  true,  what  becomes  of  the  heathen  ? 
the  reply  is — Let  every  man  see  to  himself  ! The 
question  of  the  salvation  of  your  neighbour  is  not  left  for 
you  to  determine  ; but  it  is  left  for  you  to  be  sure  that  you 
are  in  the  way  most  likely  to  save  yourself." 

No,  no.  “The  human  mind  cannot  tell”  “ what  have 
become  of  the  thousands  who  have  died  in  its  connection.” 
Our  Churchman  can  certainly  tell  that  a poor  wretched  sin- 
ner who  died  impenitent  is  gone  to  rest,  if  he  chanced  to 
die  “ hi  the  Church.”  The  priest  will  use  language  over 
the  lifeless  body  of  “ our  departed  brother”  which  neces- 
sarily implies  good  assurance  of  the  repose  of  his  soul ; 
but  no  mortal  man  can  tell  what  becomes  of  the  Methodists. 
I have  known  many  of  them  die  in  triumph.  I have  seen 
them  look  at  death  with  a smile,  and  sink  into  their  eter- 
nal state  full  of  hope.  And  though  our  good-natured  and 
pious  assailant  may  endeavour  to  put  their  final  happiness 
in  doubt,  I shall  probably  continue,  until  I go  the  same 
way,  hoping  to  meet  them  in  heaven. 

In  conclusion,  I would  say,  that  I have  endeavoured,  in 
the  discussion  of  the  principles  and  statements  of  the  Tract 
in  question,  to  speak  the  truth  in  good  temper.  If  I have 
said  any  thing  which  is  calculated  to  give  unnecessary 
pain  to  any  individual,  and  especially  to  any  Christian 
community,  I hope  to  obtain  mercy  of  the  Lord,  and  I 
invite  the  candid  criticisms  of  the  aggrieved.  I most 
conscientiously  believe  that,  as  Methodists,  we  have  not 
“ forsaken  Wesley” — that  we  have  “ a church,”  a “ minis- 
try,” “ sacraments,”  and  as  valid  a “ divine  warrant”  as 
any  church  in  Christendom.  Bishop  Jewell  denies  being 
“ bound”  to  obey  the  pope,  because,  as  he  quaintly  says, 
he  “ had  nothing  to  say  for  himself,  but  only,  I know  not 
what,  virtue  or  power  of  the  place  where  he  dwelleth,  and 
a continuance  of  succession.”  Churchmen  must  have 
stronger  claims  than  this,  “ I know  not  what — continuance 
of  succession,"  or  they  will  not  soon  reclaim  the  Methodists. 


